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House of Representatives
The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. STEARNS].
f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 15, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable CLIFF
STEARNS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate from Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 2018. An act to waive temporarily the
Medicaid enrollment composition rule for
the Better Health Plan of Amherst, N.Y.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 1119. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1998 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe
personnel strengths for such fiscal year for
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 1119) ‘‘An Act to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1998
for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe
personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes,’’ requests a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes of

the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
MCCAIN, Mr. COATS, Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. SANTORUM, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. BYRD, Mr.
ROBB, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr.
CLELAND, to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 231. An act to establish the National
Cave and Karst Research Institute in the
State of New Mexico, and for other purposes;

S. 423. An act to extend the legislative au-
thority for the Board of Regents of Gunston
Hall to establish a memorial to honor George
Mason;

S. 669. An act to provide for the acquisition
of the Plains Railroad Depot at the Jimmy
Carter National Historic Site;

S. 731. An act to extend the legislative au-
thority for construction of the National
Peace Garden memorial, and for other pur-
poses; and

S. 936. An act to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1998 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe person-
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 105-18, the
Chair, on behalf of the Democratic
leader, appoints the following individ-
uals to serve as members of the Na-
tional Commission on the Cost of High-
er Education:

Robert V. Burns, of South Dakota;
and

Clare M. Cotton, of Massachusetts.
The message also announced that

pursuant to Public Law 105–18, the
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader,
appoints the following individuals to
serve as members of the National Com-
mission on the Cost of Higher Edu-
cation:

William D. Hansen, of Virginia;

Frances M. Norris, of Virginia; and
William E. Troutt, of Tennessee.
f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 21, 1997, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member
except the majority and minority lead-
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] for 5
minutes.
f

UNJUSTIFIED CRITICISM OF
JUDICIAL ACTIVISM

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, we have recently heard a lot
of criticism of judicial activism. Peo-
ple, especially on the conservative side
of our spectrum, have denounced jus-
tices, Supreme Court Justices and
judges, who, with their life-tenured ap-
pointments, have stricken laws passed
by the elected officials, and there has
been a great deal of criticism that this
is essentially undemocratic.

I disagree with the criticism. I think
the role of the judiciary in defending
our rights, particularly when legisla-
tive majorities err and disregard those
rights, is a very important one. I am,
therefore, pleased to note that there
are high-ranking judicial officials who
are not deterred. I am here to con-
gratulate in particular two Justices
who have repudiated implicitly this
criticism of judicial activism. I am
here to call attention to the work of
two Justices who have consistently
upheld the finest traditions of judicial
activism by striking laws, by over-
ruling administrative decisions, even
on occasion being in the minority and
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trying to strike laws. Now, they have
been criticized.

For instance, in a recent decision,
one of the dissenting Justices who
sought to uphold an act of Congress
said, what basis is there in any of those
sources, talking about the majority’s
history, for concluding that it is the
members of this Court, rather than the
elected representatives of the people,
who should determine whether the
Constitution contains the unwritten
rule that the Court announces today.

In other words, the dissenter says to
this majority, what gives you the right
in this ambiguous area, because noth-
ing is explicit, to overrule what the
elected officials have said? That same
dissenting Justice said in a footnote,
referring to what he thought was shod-
dy history and poor logic on the part of
the majority, he said, ‘‘If this sort of
unexplained congressional action pro-
vides sufficient historical evidence to
support the fashioning of judge-made
rules of constitutional law, the doc-
trine of judicial restraint has a brief,
though probably colorful, life expect-
ancy.’’ Here again, the dissenting Jus-
tice says to those in the majority, you
are making a mockery of judicial re-
straint.

Well, in this particular case I agreed
with the dissenting Justice on the sub-
stance, I am talking about Justice Ste-
vens, he wrote the dissent, and he was
dissenting in the Brady bill case. Jus-
tice Stevens wanted to uphold the
Brady bill. He wanted to uphold the
mandate that we ask local officials to
cooperate in a very small way, but he
was overruled. And while I disagree
with the majority here, I want to pay
tribute to Justices Scalia and Thomas
for not being in any way deterred by
criticism of judicial activism. Indeed,
in the past term of the Supreme Court,
Justices Scalia and Thomas voted to
invalidate more acts of Congress than
all but one of the Justices. Justice
Kennedy I think tied them.

For instance, Justices Scalia and
Thomas said, when this Congress
passed the Communications Decency
Act in an effort to keep indecent mate-
rial off the Internet, which did seem to
me to violate the Constitution. I voted
against it. I was one of a small number
of Members who voted against it. Over
400 Members of this House voted for
that bill. But were Justices Thomas
and Scalia deterred from declaring it
unconstitutional? No, they were not.
Four hundred Members may have said
we want to keep indecent material off
the Internet. I think they misread the
Constitution, and Justices Scalia and
Thomas joined in the opinion that in-
validated that.

When an overwhelming majority of
this Congress passed the Religious
Freedom Restoration Act to protect
people’s religious practices from laws
that might unfairly impinge on them,
there I was in the majority. I thought
the Constitution allowed us to do it.
Justices Thomas and Scalia disagreed.

Now, I disagree with their disagree-
ment. I think they were wrong on the

substance, but I do have to pay tribute
to the fact that they said an over-
whelming majority of people in Con-
gress think it is protecting people’s re-
ligions, but when two of the Supreme
Court Justices disagree and we will
strike that law down and strike it
down they did. I disagreed with them
also, as I said, on the Brady bill. That
was passed by a narrower majority.
Very ambiguous language. They were
in the majority to strike it down.

When the Securities and Exchange
Commission, a Federal agency due cer-
tain amount of deference from the
courts in statutory interpretation,
tried to uphold the current practice re-
garding insider trading, a man who had
benefited from insider trading, illegit-
imately in my opinion, brought a law-
suit and the Court 6 to 3 upheld the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission.
But among the three who said no, we
the Justices will overrule this Federal
agency, we will not show them that
deference, were Justices Scalia and
Thomas.

When Congress passed the must-carry
rule as part of the Telecommunications
Act, when we mandated that TV sta-
tions and cable companies carry broad-
cast stations, Congress upheld that. So
the Court upheld that by 5 to 4. In the
minority were Scalia and Thomas.

So I simply want to call note to the
fact that these two justices have repu-
diated critics of Judicial activism and
have been as active in this past term as
any Justices in our past history.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD examples of judicial activism
on the part of Justices Scalia and
Thomas.
EXAMPLES OF JUDICIAL ACTIVISM ON THE PART

OF JUSTICES SCALIA AND THOMAS

1. They both voted to declare unconstitu-
tional part of the Brady bill regulating the
sale of handguns.

2. They both voted to declare unconstitu-
tional the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act, which sought to protect the rights of re-
ligious people where laws were passed that
impinged on their religious practice.

3. They both joined in the decision holding
the Communications Decency Act unconsti-
tutional. The CDA sought to ban indecent
material from being sent on the Internet.

4. They both voted to declare unconstitu-
tional the federal law requiring cable TV
systems to carry the signals broadcast by
local over the air stations. The law was
upheld, however, because they were part of a
four member minority.

5. They were again in the minority in seek-
ing to overrule the decision of the Securities
and Exchange Commission as to who is cov-
ered by the statute prohibiting insider trad-
ing. The SEC has taken a broad view of the
coverage of this statute, and Justices Thom-
as and Scalia were in a 6 to 3 minority in
seeking to overrule the SEC.

6. Justices Scalia and Thomas continue to
join three others to form a majority holding
that the Voting Rights Act has severe con-
stitutional defects and have continued to
strike down voting districts created under
the Voting Rights Act—at the time often at
the urging of the Bush led Justice Depart-
ment as well as groups representing African
Americans.

PROBLEMS WITH THE
QUADRENNIAL DEFENSE REVIEW
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HEFLEY] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
morning to continue the ongoing dis-
cussions in the House concerning the
Quadrennial Defense Review. The QDR
has emerged as a blueprint for the ad-
ministration’s defense program. The
assumptions of the QDR, particularly
as they affect budgets, are as critical
as the policy choices contained in the
review.

One of the most often discussed rec-
ommendations contained in the QDR is
the recommendation for two more
rounds of base closures, but the QDR
itself says very little about base infra-
structure beyond that recommenda-
tion. The Congress still does not have a
clear understanding how the Depart-
ment came to the conclusion that it
did.

That is critically important, because
DOD has made assumptions about fu-
ture Defense budgets based on that rec-
ommendation. But those budget as-
sumptions appear to be based on ele-
mentary projects of DOD’s estimates of
costs and savings of the current base
closure effort, and those projections
may turn out to be wrong.

To date, the Congress has been skep-
tical of Secretary Cohen’s rush to judg-
ment on the need for more base closure
rounds in the near term. The House
version of the Defense authorization
bill does not contain such authority.
The other body adopted an amendment
to its version of the Defense bill offered
by Senator DORGAN that gets to the
heart of the issue. The Senate bill asks
for a comprehensive study and assess-
ment of the true costs and actual sav-
ings, not estimates, of the four pre-
vious rounds of base closure which we
will be implementing through 2001.

The actions of both bodies have been
misinterpreted. I, along with many
other Members, voted in 1990 to estab-
lish the Commission process that gov-
erned the last three rounds. The Con-
gress has overwhelmingly supported
those base closure decisions as I have,
even though some of the recommenda-
tions cause great unease and I think
that perhaps we will regret some of the
decisions made from it, but overall I
think the process was a good process.

We supported this because we
thought it was best for the country. We
have put aside our own parochial inter-
ests for the greater good. But now
some have criticized Congress for not
adopting blindly the Secretary’s rec-
ommendation. Why have we not done
so? Because those of us who have sup-
ported the base closure process believe
now is not the time.

Why do we believe that to be the
case? Some commentators have chosen
to focus solely on the President’s
politization of the process. Clearly, the
McClellan and Kelly depot issue will
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not go away and is a major factor, but
it is not the only one, nor is it the
most important.

Let us review where we are now.
Through four rounds of base closure
that began a decade ago, we have
slashed 21 percent of the U.S.-based
plant replacement value of base struc-
ture. Ninety-seven major bases have
been closed in the United States. We
have cut our overseas basing structure
by 43 percent, ceasing operations at
over 960 facilities. The Army in Europe
alone has closed the equivalent of 12
United States major maneuver bases.

Taken together, we have gotten rid
of 27 percent of the base structure at a
very high price, but it had to be done.
By 2001, the taxpayer will have spent
an estimated $23 billion to close just
the U.S.-based infrastructure closing or
realigning under the BRAC.

Will we save money? I do not doubt
that measured over a 20-year period in
terms of net present value that money
will be saved. But there is a real ques-
tion about how much. No one knows.
Every savings figure is merely an esti-
mate, and an incomplete one at that.

I want to cite three examples of
where these problems are. In its budget
estimates to accompany the fiscal year
1996 budget request, DOD estimated
that revenues from the sale and dis-
posal of land from the first three
rounds of BRAC would amount to $815.3
million. This year DOD’s estimate is
$277 million, a 66-percent reduction in
just 2 years.

DOD projects annual recurring sav-
ings after 2001 for all BRAC rounds of
$5.6 billion annually. However, that fig-
ure does not take into account the ex-
pected ongoing environmental cleanup
costs or the caretaker cost for property
that cannot be disposed of at that
point. Those costs are estimated con-
servatively, in my judgment, at $500
million a year.

Approximately 51 percent of the sav-
ings which DOD assumes will come
from BRAC during the implementation
are due to assumed savings in oper-
ation and maintenance costs. Much of
those assumed savings are due to re-
ductions in civilian personnel.

What I am saying, Mr. Speaker, is
that now is not the time. We need to do
this in a more reasoned and careful
manner.
f

CIVILIAN-MILITARY RELATIONS IN
GUAM IS BEING FRACTURED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Guam [Mr. UNDERWOOD] is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, in
Guam and many other American com-
munities children are at the forefront
of our Government policies, and like
many communities, children are also
at the forefront of our relationship
with the military, whose large presence
on Guam is well-known to many of the

Members of this Chamber. Those in
Guam and here in Washington must
understand the dimensions of this his-
tory.

The military’s recently announced
intention to establish Department of
Defense Dependent Schools on Guam
will divide an island for which over the
past few decades community leaders,
elected leaders, and military leaders
have worked hard to dismantle barriers
that force the perception of two sepa-
rate communities on Guam. The bar-
riers were coming down until the mili-
tary announced that they were return-
ing the school system on Guam to the
pre-World War II era.

The school system prior to the World
War II was divided. Military depend-
ents attended a school called the Amer-
ican School, while local Chamorro chil-
dren attended local schools. The naval
government’s official policy on edu-
cation at the time was ‘‘to provide
every possible means to ensure that
the children of American residents in
Guam shall not suffer perhaps perma-
nent injury’’ because of their residence
on Guam. This was perceived as an in-
dication that those native to Guam
were not good enough.

After World War II, although the
school system in name was integrated,
in reality, the districting was manipu-
lated by the Navy to maintain seg-
regated schools. Although the naval
government operated all of the schools
on the island and was thus responsible
for the quality of education on Guam,
double standards were maintained.
When the relationship was finally inte-
grated in the 1960’s, when I was in high
school and completing my education,
and just as the process took time to
heal here on segregation in the United
States, so did the feelings of segrega-
tion on Guam. It took years to build
relationships between the civilian and
military community on Guam, and now
this is being destroyed.

What we have worked in Guam so
hard to dismantle is easily built up by
the military. The military has pursued
this issue inexhaustibly. They call it
Operation Bright Vision. Maybe in the
shortsighted eyes of military planners
on Guam, this is a bright vision. With
the President’s announced initiative of
one America to bring together people
of different races, setting up the dy-
namics to divide the community on
Guam is clearly the wrong vision for
all of America. Rather than bright vi-
sion, it is a dark cloud over Guam and
the rest of the United States.

The military will attempt to charac-
terize this issue as a failed contract.
Yes, they did have a contract for mone-
tary payment with the Government of
Guam, but those were for administra-
tive reports. The Government of Guam
high schools are fully accredited; the
teachers are certified and the system
has graduated many outstanding doc-
tors, lawyers, and educators who serve
here as well as on Guam. This must be
important to understand.

But the Department of Defense all
along, while telling me that they may

establish schools in the fall of 1998,
have continued to pursue this and sur-
prised the entire island by announcing
that schools would be established this
fall, in October of 1997.

They did all of this while failing to
actively engage local leaders and edu-
cation officials. They never talked to
them. They let the contract become
the mechanism of the discussion. The
whole process is already symptomatic
of a major breakdown between local
military officials and the people of
Guam.

Difficult times lie ahead, and this is
exactly because of this move. This ef-
fort is hostile in nature. To my knowl-
edge, this may be the first time that
the Department of Defense has estab-
lished domestic dependent schools con-
trary to the desires and warnings of
local officials, local leaders, and the
local community. This paves the road
for very difficult times in the military-
civilian relationship on Guam.

There is much more at stake here
than the quality of education. This is a
relationship issue. It is not just about
schools; it is about military planning.
It is more, even more than that. Our
relationship is built upon people relat-
ing to other people, and the military
will destroy this with their effort to di-
vide our youth and to promote separate
communities. Guam has to be seen as
part of America by our fellow Ameri-
cans.

This outrageous move by DOD is hos-
tile in its nature, hostile towards the
local community from whom it wishes
to separate, hostile toward the schools,
and hostile toward its outstanding pro-
fessionals and toward a people who
have heretofore welcomed the military
to their homes, its families, and its
lands.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD extraneous materials relating
to this topic. These are letters by the
current and former Speaker of the
Guam Legislature. Speaker Unpingco
characterize the island’s sentiments
well. Former Speaker San Agustin out-
lines the history of civilian-military
relations on this issue.

OFFICE OF THE SPEAKER,
Agana, Guam, July 8, 1997.

Hon. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD, M.C.,
House of Representatives,
Agana, Guam.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN UNDERWOOD: I am com-
pelled to write to you regarding the recent
decision by the Department of Defense to
open DOD schools on Guam. Without any
consideration of the social ramifications this
would have, DOD has opted to segregate this
community and pull over 2,700 military de-
pendent school children out of the local pub-
lic school system. What kind of message is
the Department of Defense trying to send to
the people of Guam?

Attached is a copy of my letter to Rear Ad-
miral Martin E. Janczak, Commander, U.S.
Naval Forces Marianas, wherein I state my
concern over this decision on the part of
DOD. To summarize the letter, the plan to
open DOD schools on U.S. soil sends a strong
message to the people of Guam that we are
nothing more than second-class citizens in
the eyes of the United States.

I must convey to you the sentiments of
this community. The opening of DOD schools
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is just another sign of an ugly American at-
titude of treating Guam as a foreign country
when it is convenient and treating it as a US
possession when it suits its needs. This is no
longer acceptable!

Most of all, opening DOD schools will re-
vive racial tensions on the island. Simply
put, this plan implies that white Americans
are smarter than brown Chamorros. May I
remind you that the 1954 Supreme Court de-
cision in Brown vs. Board of Education of
Topeka, Kansas ruled that racially seg-
regated schools were unconstitutional be-
cause separate educational facilities are in-
herently unequal. After years of living har-
moniously, the military will separate our
children and pit them against each other.
What good will come out of all this?

I urge you to review this situation which
has a potential for disaster and find another
alternative. Let’s work together on this
issue and not against each other. I look for-
ward to your input regarding this matter of
the utmost urgency.

Sincerely,
ANTONIO R. UNPINGCO.

JULY 15, 1997.
The Editor,
Pacific Daily News,
Agana, Guam.

I want to congratulate the Department of
Defense establishment, principally the local
Naval and Air Force command, for finally
succeeding in their efforts to restore it’s pre-
World War II segregated educational policies
on the island of Guam.

Since the liberation of Guam, the military
commands have consistently pursued it’s
goal, and that is to have a segregated edu-
cational program for it’s military depend-
ents. I’m sure that there is enough historical
documents that will reveal that at the im-
mediate outset of World War II, a segregated
school was indeed established, principally at
the former Adelup school. During the Guer-
rero administration the Adelup school was
gradually phased out and integrated with the
Piti Elementary school and other local
areas. Please note that the Piti Elementary
School was located at the foot of Nimitz Hill,
thereby accommodating military dependents
living at Nimitz Hill and the people of the
municipality of Piti.

Over the years, many accommodations
were made for the military by locating
schools either adjacent to or near military
bases. Let me cite a few examples. (1) The
Finegayan Elementary School was located
directly across the NAVCOM station and
near the FAA Housing Area to accommodate
the military dependents residing at
NAVCOM; (2) The Upi Elementary School
was originally requested by the Anderson Air
Force Base Command to be constructed ‘‘in-
side’’ the Anderson Air Force Base. Instead
of consolidating and improving the Yigo Ele-
mentary School, a compromise was arrived.
The compromise was to build the Upi Ele-
mentary School ‘‘right outside the fence’’
approximately 100 feet distance from the
back gate of Anderson Air Force Base; (3)
Truman Elementary School in Santa Rita.
This site location in itself has an interesting
historical sequence. It was decided to build
this particular Truman Elementary School
right next to the Apra Heights Housing Area
and Naval Magazine Housing Area and also
at the same time near the Santa Rita Vil-
lage. It also was used as a ‘‘pawn’’ by the
Navy’s desire to build an ammunition wharf
at Sella Bay. Fortunately Governor
Camacho, during a meeting at the Pentagon
(where I was present) prevailed on the DOD
officials to release the school site and permit
us to build the Truman Elementary School;
and gave up their demand for the location of
the ammunition wharf at Sella Bay. Indeed,

this was rather unfortunate, in that the
military tried to persuade GovGuam officials
to agree to the Sella Bay ammunition wharf
location in order for the Navy to release the
school site designated as Truman Elemen-
tary School.

Government documents will also reveal
that the Department of Defense, pursuant to
Public Law 874, ‘‘the School Impact Aid’’,
has been consistently ‘‘falling short in com-
pliance’’ for full educational impact reim-
bursements. I’m sure former Speaker Frank-
lin Quitugua will remember that he tried
very hard, unsuccessfully, to seek full reim-
bursement from the federal government for
military educational impact efforts under
Public Law 874 for the last 25 years! The Fed-
eral government, having been delinquent for
full reimbursement entitlements under this
Public Law 874, the Ada Administration was
persuaded to adopt an alternative source of
financing that is the now so-called DoD
Funds in lieu of the impact Aid funding
under Public Law 874. This single action in
itself truly paved the way for DoD to dictate
as a ‘‘supplement’’ to local funding sources
for education. Under Public Law 874, the
funding, which comes under the purview of
the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, is part of the overall basic budget
cost to finance the entire educational sys-
tem. The simple action under the Ada-DoD
Funding Contract, gave the DoD the ‘‘un-
usual authority’’ to either withhold or re-
lease such funds under it’s military terms,
thereby DoD finally establishing educational
standards for the local educational system.

Having established this position of finan-
cial strength, the DoD, then actively pursued
it’s original intention to ‘‘establish it’s own
segregated school’’ which they could not do
for over 50 years since 1946.

In addition to the above, the local edu-
cational system was federally mandated
under the Organic Act of Guam to educate
all school children on Guam, regardless of
their origin, principally local, military and
from our neighboring islands. And I now
wonder, if the DoD impetus, having achieved
a financial strength of dictating it’s edu-
cational funding, with a school population
significantly divided into 3 basic groups,
that is the local, Micronesians, and the mili-
tary dependents, provided the resulting envi-
ronment.

f

AMERICA’S FOREIGN POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PAUL] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, it is cur-
rently an accepted cliche to say foreign
policy is a Presidential matter and
Congress should not meddle. Fre-
quently we hear the pleading to remain
bipartisan with no dissent, especially
when troops are placed in harm’s way.
Yet no place in the Constitution do we
find any such explicit instruction. In-
stead, we find no mention of foreign
policy.

To the contrary, we find strict prohi-
bitions placed on the President when it
comes to dealing with foreign nations.

The Constitution is clear. No treaties
can be entered into without the con-
sent of the Senate. No war may be
fought without the declaration of war
by the Congress.

No money shall be spent overseas
without Congress first raising the

money and then authorizing it and ap-
propriating these funds for specific pur-
poses.

Since the Constitution does not even
assume a standing army, let alone sta-
tioning troops in peacetime in over 100
countries, with CIA clandestine activi-
ties in even more, the current foreign
policy that has evolved over the past
100 years would surely be unrecogniz-
able by the authors of that document.

The founders of this country were op-
posed to standing armies for fear they
would be carelessly used. They were
right.

The U.S. record of foreign interven-
tion and its failures have not yet
prompted a serious discussion of the
need for an overall reassessment of this
dangerous and out-of-control policy.
Not only has Congress failed in its re-
sponsibilities to restrain our adventur-
ous Presidents in pursuing war, spying,
and imposing America’s will on other
nations by installing leaders and at
times eliminating others throughout
the world these past 50 years, we now,
by default, have allowed our foreign
policy to be commandeered by inter-
national bodies like NATO and the
United Nations nations. This can only
lead to trouble for the United States
and further threaten our liberties, and
we have already seen plenty of that in
this century.

It looks like our current President,
who was less than excited about serv-
ing in the military himself, was quite
eager to promote U.S. complicity in
the escalating dangerous activity in
Bosnia. What has been done so fre-
quently in the name of peace more
often than not has led to war and suf-
fering, considering Korea, Vietnam, So-
malia, and even the Persian Gulf war.

Clinton has not been willing to phase
out the Selective Service Department
and has actually asked for additional
funding to include the Selective Serv-
ice process in his domestic so-called
voluntary AmeriCorps program.

But this failed policy of foreign inter-
vention is being pursued once again in
Bosnia with full acknowledgment and
funding by the Congress. Congress has
failed to exert its veto over this dan-
gerous game our President is deter-
mined to play in this region.

Sensing that maybe soon the Con-
gress will finally cut the purse strings
on this ill-advised military operation,
pushed hard by Secretary of State
Albright, policymakers are quietly and
aggressively escalating the tension,
placing our nearly 8,000 troops in even
greater danger while further destabiliz-
ing a region never prone to be stable
over this century, with the certain out-
come that Congress will further capitu-
late and provide funding for extension
and escalation of the military oper-
ation.

In spite of some resistance in the
Congress, the current escalation is
likely to prevent any chance of with-
drawal of our troops by next summer.

The recent $2 billion additional funds
in the supplemental appropriation bill
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was the cue to the President that the
Congress will not act to stop the oper-
ation when under pressure to support
the troops. Of course, common sense
will tell us that the best way to sup-
port our troops is to bring them home
as quickly as possible. This idea, that
support for the troops once they are
engaged means we must continue the
operation no matter how ill-advised
and perpetuate a conflict that makes
no sense, but that is what President
Clinton is depending on.

Last week the whole operation in
Bosnia changed. The arrest and killing
of war criminals by occupation forces
coming from thousands of miles away
is a most serious escalation of the
Bosnia conflict. For outside forces to
pronounce judgment on the guilt or in-
nocence of warring factions in a small
region of the world is a guarantee that
the conflict will escalate. I think those
pursuing this policy know this. Pros-
ecuting war criminals is so fraught
with danger it seems the need to esca-
late surpassed all reason.

Yet immediately after the NATO op-
eration, supported by the United
States, that resulted in the death of a
Serb leader, Clinton strongly suggested
that the troops may well not be able to
leave in June of 1998 as promised. They
were first supposed to leave in Decem-
ber of 1996, and now 18 months after
their arrival, the departure date is in-
definite, and we in the Congress trag-
ically continue to fund the operation.

This illegal and dangerous military
operation will not go unnoticed and
will embolden the Serbs and further
stir the hatred of the region. Is this
policy based on stupidity or is there a
sinister motive behind what our world
leaders do?

Must we have perpetual war to keep
the military appropriations flowing?
Does our military work hand in glove
in securing new markets? It is not a
hidden fact that our own CIA follows
our international corporate interests
around the globe engaging in corporate
espionage and installing dictators
when they serve these special interests.

Why would an Air Force plane, with a dozen
leading industrialists, be flying into a war-torn
region like Bosnia, along with the Secretary of
Commerce? I doubt they were on a humani-
tarian mission to feed the poor and house the
homeless.

The lobbyists who pushed the hardest to
send troops to Bosnia came from corporations
who are now reaping great profits from con-
struction work in Bosnia. It may be the cal-
culation is for a slight escalation of the con-
flict—that inevitably will accompany any at-
tempt to try war criminals—and no one plans
for another great war breaking out in this re-
gion.

What might be planned is just enough con-
flict to keep the appropriations coming. But the
possibility of miscalculation is very real. The
history of this region should surely warn us of
the dangers that lurk around the corner.

We, in the Congress, have a great respon-
sibility in reversing this policy. We must once
again assume this responsibility in formulating
foreign policy and not acquiesce to the Presi-

dent’s pressure to perpetuate a serious mis-
directed policy of foreign meddling 4,000 miles
away from home. We must not fall for the old
line that we cannot leave, because to do so,
we would not be patriotically ‘‘supporting our
troops.’’ That is blatant nonsense.

We have already invested $7.7 billion in this
ill-advised military adventure. That money
should have either remained in the pockets of
working Americans or spent here in the United
States.

The New York Times has praised this re-
cent action by Clinton and the NATO forces
and has called for more of the same. The New
York Times and the Washington Post also
support the notion that our troops will have to
stay in this region for a lot longer than the
middle of next year.

The military industrial complex and its pow-
erful political supporters continue to be well
represented in the media and in Washington.
Unfortunately, the idea that America is respon-
sible to police the world and provide the fund-
ing and the backup military power to impose
‘‘peace’’ in all the disturbed regions of the
world remains a policy endorsed by leaders in
both parties.

The sooner this policy is challenged and
changed, the better off we will be. Our budget
will not permit it; it threatens our national se-
curity, and worst of all, it threatens our per-
sonal liberties.
f

RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION IN
RUSSIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PAPPAS] is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, less than
2 weeks ago our Nation celebrated its
Independence Day, a day in which all
Americans celebrate the many free-
doms that were fought to achieve. Sev-
eral hundred years ago, a group of colo-
nists chose to come across the Atlantic
Ocean to settle in and explore a new
continent. For many, a prime motiva-
tion was to flee from restrictions on
their ability to express themselves reli-
giously.

One of the freedoms that we as Amer-
icans are so fortunate to have is the
ability to associate, organize, express
and freely believe in the religion that
we so choose.

In Russia, several provisions of a
piece of legislation threaten the lib-
erties of its citizens by restricting
their freedom to express themselves re-
ligiously. It is the most extreme attack
on the civil rights of the Russian peo-
ple since the collapse of the Soviet
Union. This new law would terminate
and restrict the normal legal status of
all religious organizations except those
that were registered under the former
Soviet Government. This action would
result in thousands of churches and
schools being forced to end their serv-
ices, including many American and for-
eign organizations that have gone to
Russia to provide humanitarian and
medical assistance to those in need.
Even those informal groups that meet

in someone’s home could be under state
control.

After making such tremendous
progress in establishing a democratic
system of government over the past
few years, this action by the Russian
Duma, or parliament, would clearly be
a step backward for the Government of
Russia.

The people of Russia have suffered
and worked hard to achieve a system of
government that would eventually give
them the fruits of a truly free nation.
While our Nation has no official reli-
gion and does not give preference to
any religion, we recognize the impor-
tant role that religious organizations
have in the lives of our citizens. We can
only hope and pray that the leaders of
Russia will recognize the same.

This legislation is now sitting on
President Boris Yeltsin’s desk. I urge
President Yeltsin and the leaders of
the Russian Government to have the
courage to stand up and protect the
basic civil rights of Russia’s people to
express themselves freely and to wor-
ship as they so choose.
f

JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL ACT
OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to address what I am seeing as
an increasing number of ads and op-ed
pieces that mischaracterize H.R. 3, the
juvenile crime bill, which passed this
body back in May and which is being
deliberated in one version or another in
the other body right now.

A number of op-eds have said lately
things that just are not so. One of the
myths is that H.R. 3 mandates that
children as young as 13 must be pros-
ecuted as adults and requires States to
do the same. That is absolutely false.
The juvenile crime bill, H.R. 3, that we
passed includes a modest expansion of
Federal law which already provides for
discretionary prosecution of 13-year-
olds. H.R. 3 does not require States to
do the same.

Discretionary authority for Federal
prosecution of 13-year-old juvenile of-
fenders as adults for the most serious
of crimes is nothing new. It became law
in the 1994 crime bill through an
amendment offered by Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN of Illinois, a Demo-
crat. Moreover, H.R. 3 does not require
States to have this same standard. H.R.
3 provides incentive grants to States to
provide prosecuters the option of pros-
ecuting as adults those juveniles who
are 15 and older and who have commit-
ted murder, rape, or assault with a fire-
arm.

Most States already provide for this
option. We wanted to make certain, if
they were going to get Federal moneys
to improve their juvenile justice sys-
tems, that all States did this, and it
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would not make sense for States to not
prosecute murderers and rapists who
are 15-, 16-, and 17-year-olds, especially
if they are repeat violent offenders, as
adults, because if they do not prosecute
them as adults and they did it as juve-
niles, they will be back on the streets
when they do reach the age of adult-
hood.

The second myth that we are hearing
a lot about is that H.R. 3 allows youths
as young as 13 to be confined in adult
jails and prisons. This also is abso-
lutely false. Nothing in H.R. 3 author-
izes or even encourages housing of ju-
veniles with adults. In fact, H.R. 3 pro-
hibits such housing in the Federal sys-
tem and does nothing to change cur-
rent laws and regulations affecting
State housing policies.

Current Federal law explicitly pro-
hibits housing juveniles with adults in
the Federal juvenile justice system.
The standard has long been codified in
Federal law. It is unchanged by H.R. 3.
It is one that prohibits any regular
contact between juveniles and adult
criminals during any stage of the jus-
tice process, pretrial, presentencing, or
postsentencing.

So the myth that is out there is that
somehow those of us who support H.R.
3 are not concerned with prevention.
Well, that is not the purpose of the ju-
venile crime bill that came forward
this time, prevention, but we are con-
cerned with it. Trying to stop and
interdict the young person before they
get involved with a juvenile offense,
misdemeanor or otherwise is very im-
portant. There are $4 billion of Federal
at-risk grant programs already avail-
able out there and existing, and we are
going to be reauthorizing one of them
here very shortly dealing with OJJDP,
which is the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, Mr.
Speaker, 4 billion dollars’ worth of pre-
vention programs, 131 of those pro-
grams in 16 different agencies.

But what H.R. 3 is all about is an ef-
fort to try to fix the broken juvenile
justice system of this Nation. Some
critics are saying this is a State re-
sponsibility and the Federal Govern-
ment does not have any business there.
And that I would suggest is not the
right way to look at this. Yes, juvenile
justice types of programs are in the
States, not the Federal system, but the
system is broken and there is a Federal
responsibility to deal with it.

Today, if a young person comes in
contact with the law by having vandal-
ized a home or a store or by spray-
painting graffiti on a warehouse, well,
the chances are the police will not even
take that young person to a juvenile
court. And when they do see a juvenile
judge, it is often 10 or 12 appearances
before they receive any kind of punish-
ment at all. That is not a working ju-
venile justice system.

Is it any wonder that when a juve-
nile, having experienced that and some
day does pick up a gun in a situation
where he might use it, that he thinks
about pulling that trigger, believing

there are no consequences? There have
to be consequences in the juvenile jus-
tice system of this Nation. We need
more probation officers, more juvenile
judges and more juvenile detention fa-
cilities so we can treat juveniles the
proper way, and to put consequences
into the juvenile justice system again
so that there is punishment from the
very first juvenile delinquent act.

It is a very important part of what
we passed here on the floor with H.R. 3,
because it is a requirement in order to
get the $500 million a year authorized
by that bill to improve the juvenile
justice systems of the States that the
State demonstrate to the Justice De-
partment of the United States that
they will have in place, and do have in
place, a system to sanction the very
first juvenile misdemeanor crime of
every juvenile who commits one, and
graduated, increasing sanctions for
every one thereafter.

It is also important, and we have in
place as part of this incentive grant
program, that records be kept of those
who commit felony crimes for the sec-
ond offense.

H.R. 3 is a good bill. It is a juvenile
crime bill. Prevention is also impor-
tant. The myths about this bill are
wrong, and we are proud we passed it.
We look forward to seeing the bill from
the other body so we can get one to the
President shortly.
f

MEDICARE AND THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 21, 1997 the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS]
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, let me
take my colleagues back to 1995. Con-
gressional colleagues passed and sent
to the President a balanced budget
plan that slowed Medicare spending in
order to perpetuate and preserve the
program. Of course, it being before an
election year, the President promptly
vetoed the bill, citing, quote, ‘‘exces-
sive cuts in Medicare,’’ unquote, as the
primary reason for his veto.

Amazingly, the President and his
Democrat friends went even further.
They based their entire campaign for
the Presidency in 1996 and for Congress
on the Medicare cuts, the so-called
Mediscare campaign.

Of course, most Americans knew that
the Democrats’ fear tactics were base-
less, that there were no cuts in Medi-
care spending. In fact, the budget we
passed 2 years ago contained $1.252 tril-
lion in spending on Medicare for the
next 5 years, an increase in funding
that more than exceeded twice the rate
of inflation.

I call the attention of my colleagues
to the first chart on my left. In 1996,
the President said, ‘‘you remember
that budget I vetoed last year because
it had excessive cuts in Medicare?’’
Well, 8 months later the President
changed his tune on Medicare, but of

course that is not surprising; the elec-
tion was over.

In 1997, the President said, ‘‘America
needs a balanced budget that is in bal-
ance with our values, that protects
Medicare. That is exactly what this
budget does. It keeps our fundamental
commitment to our parents, preserving
and protecting Medicare.’’

My colleagues, we may be having a
heat wave here in Washington, but it
just cannot compare with the Presi-
dent’s hot air. Look at this second
chart. Under our 1995 budget plan, the
one of course that was vetoed by Presi-
dent Clinton because it claimed it had
excessive Medicare cuts, total spending
on Medicare would have exceeded $1.25
trillion from 1998 to the year 2002. The
balanced budget agreement reached
this year between the President and
Congress has total Medicare spending
of less than $1.25 trillion over those
same years.

The 1995 budget plan, the one which
proposes excessive cuts in Medicare,
had more funding than the current
budget plan. In 1996, $1.25 trillion in
Medicare spending was labeled as hav-
ing excessive cuts. This year, less than
$1.25 trillion in Medicare spending, is
used to preserve and protect this pro-
gram. As the chart shows, the 1995
budget plan would have provided $4 bil-
lion more in Medicare spending than
the current budget. Let me repeat, we
spent more on Medicare in the 1995
plan than this 1997 plan endorsed by
the President.

I am glad that the President has
joined us in an effort to save Medicare,
but I hope that he also realizes that
Medicare is just too important a pro-
gram for political theater. If he and his
supporters had put politics aside, had
rejected petty demagoguery and had
rolled up their sleeves to work with us
in saving Medicare, be could have put
the program in place back then on the
path to financial security 2 years ago.

My colleagues, there is no room for
partisan games when the health of 30
million Americans is at stake. I am
proud of our efforts to protect, pre-
serve, and strengthen Medicare in 1995.
It is sad, unfortunately, that others
jeopardize the future of Medicare to
score political points. We owe it to our
30 million fellow citizens to work to-
gether to ensure the solvency of the
Medicare Program. Let us put our duty
ahead of politics and build a brighter
future for all Americans.
f

STOP TAX HIKES ON GRADUATE
STUDENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. MCGOVERN] is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, a ter-
rible miscarriage of justice is taking
place in the House Republican tax bill,
an attack on graduate university stu-
dents across this country. At a time
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when House Republicans are proposing
that more than 50 percent of tax relief
should benefit the wealthiest 2 percent
of Americans, they have targeted grad-
uate students for tax increases. This is
absolutely outrageous, and it simply
must be remedied.

The House Republican tax bill elimi-
nates section 117(d) of the Tax Code, a
provision that excludes tuition from
taxable income. What this means is
simple: Graduate students who work as
teaching assistants or research assist-
ants to help pay their tuition currently
get a tax break on that income. With
the loss of this tuition tax break, many
graduate students may actually see
their taxes rise by thousands of dollars
per year. The National Association of
Graduate-Professional Students has in-
dicated that many graduate students
will see their take-home pay cut by 50
percent or more, and Federal and State
income taxes increased by as much as
350 percent.

Tuition waivers greatly benefit stu-
dents struggling to finance post-
graduate work. The vast majority of
these students are studying to earn
Ph.D.’s and masters degrees in aca-
demic disciplines. Many will go on to
modestly paid, but important univer-
sity positions, or will pursue careers in
science and technology research.

While in school, they work hard as
teachers and researchers, and their pay
is very meager. But because of their
hard work and dedication, many of
these students can take academic
courses for free. Under the House Re-
publican tax bill, the value of this edu-
cation package would be considered
taxable income.

Many of these graduate students will
be unable to continue their studies
with the loss of the tuition tax waiver,
endangering the educational future of
America in the process.

In June, the 500 graduate students at
the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology wrote me expressing their deep
concern about this provision in the
House-approved tax bill. They stated,
and I quote:

The tuition waiver granted by MIT for
graduate teaching and research assistants
makes graduate school a financially viable
opportunity for us. If tuition is now rede-
fined as taxable income, many of us will no
doubt be driven out of graduate school and
away from careers in research and teaching.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when Con-
gress should be increasing the afford-
ability of higher education for all
Americans, the Republican House tax
bill will shut out some of the best and
brightest of our students from receiv-
ing advanced higher education. If
America is to remain competitive in
the 21st century, we need more stu-
dents to become active in scientific re-
search and development, not less. The
House Republican tax bill seriously
threatens national research efforts in
medicine, national defense, product de-
velopment, and technology.

Graduate students are valuable as-
sets of the academic and research com-

munities. They should not be penalized
for their hard work and sacrifice, and
they certainly do not deserve to be
taxed for their service to our Nation.

But this is not the only attack on
graduate students in the House Repub-
lican tax bill. Graduate students are
also hurt by changes made to section
127 of the Tax Code. This provision al-
lows workers to exclude from their in-
come the first $5,250 of educational
benefits paid by their employers. This
tax exemption should be permanent for
both graduate and undergraduate stu-
dents. But the House Republican tax
bill says no.

More than 800,000 graduate and un-
dergraduate students benefited from
this provision in 1994, and those num-
bers have increased significantly over
the past 3 years.

Section 127 has been hailed by both
the business and higher education com-
munities as a low-cost measure that
makes it possible for hundreds of thou-
sands of workers to return to school
while continuing to work full-time
jobs. Companies use it to retrain work-
ers who need improved skills, and em-
ployees use it to keep abreast of new
information and technologies that
would help make advances in their
field.

At a time when Congress has recog-
nized that lifelong learning will keep
the American work force competitive,
the House Republican tax bill penalizes
workers and businesses who are at-
tempting to achieve this goal.

Mr. Speaker, this is bad public pol-
icy; it is bad tax policy, and it is sim-
ply unfair. Republicans that give tax
breaks to those who fly on corporate
jets, but only by raising taxes on our
hard-working graduate students. Re-
publicans can cut taxes for those with
large investment portfolios, but only
by raising taxes on graduate students.
Well, Mr. Speaker, I would rather in-
vest in America’s future by investing
in our graduate students rather than
raising taxes on their tuition.

The House Republican tax bill also
denies students from deducting the in-
terest on their student loans, and it
eliminates tuition waivers for the chil-
dren of modestly paid academic faculty
and staff. These provisions are
antieducation, they are antifamily and
undermine America’s economic and
competitive future. I urge my col-
leagues to lobby the budget conferees
to reinstate section 117(d) and perma-
nently extend section 127 to graduate
as well as undergraduate students.

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD
a letter from 500 MIT graduate stu-
dents on these issues.

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE
OF TECHNOLOGY,

Cambridge, MA, June 27, 1997.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN: We, 500 MIT graduate

students, write to express our great shock
and disappointment regarding the proposed
elimination of Subsection 117(d) of the Inter-
nal revenue code which excludes tuition
from taxable income.

A graduate teaching or research assistant
who receives a stipend of $1300/month and

tuition waiver of $22,000/year (excluding sum-
mer tuition) will expect to pay $650/month in
State and Federal taxes under the proposed
new legislation. For many students this is a
3.5 times increase in tax!

The tuition waiver granted by MIT for
graduate teaching and research assistants
makes graduate school a financially viable
opportunity for us. If tuition is now rede-
fined as taxable income, many of us will no
doubt be driven out of graduate school and
away from careers in research and teaching.

The proposed changes in tax code will force
universities to dramatically increase teach-
ing and research assistant salaries to main-
tain a reasonable standard of living for grad-
uate students. In turn, this could increase
tuition for undergraduates and dramatically
increase pressures on already burdened fed-
eral research programs. The proposed elimi-
nation of Subsection 117(d) is a dramatic step
in the wrong direction.

The new provisions will make graduate
school unaffordable to millions of Americans
throughout the next decade. We urge you to
represent our views in the Congress by work-
ing against the new legislation which elimi-
nates Subsection 117(d) of the IRS code. We
respectfully ask you to oppose this provision
in the House bill and to support provisions
which are more encouraging of graduate edu-
cation. The future of our nation requires it.

We thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

GRADUATE STUDENTS AT THE
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 12
noon.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 11
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 12 noon.

b 1200
f

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
12 noon.
f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

For gifts and grace, for hope and
help, for all the marvelous promises
that surround us day by day, we offer
these words, O God, of thanksgiving
and gratitude. We know that we are
not worthy of Your blessings, O God,
and we too often fail and miss the
mark. Yet, in Your mercy the spirit of
reconciliation and peace never leaves
us, but continues to encourage us and
points us in the way of truth. For this
blessing and all Your guidance in our
daily lives, we offer this prayer. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
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Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, pur-

suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5,
rule I, further proceedings on this ques-
tion will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. BOUCHER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit-
ed States of America, and to the Republic for
which it stands, one nation under God, indi-
visible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is the day for
the call of the Private Calendar. The
Clerk will call the first individual bill
on the Private Calendar.
f

JOHN WESLEY DAVIS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 584)
for the relief of John Wesley Davis.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 584

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. WAIVER OF TIME LIMITATIONS.

The time limitations set forth in section
3702(b) of title 31, United States Code, shall
not apply with respect to a claim by John
Wesley Davis, of Forestville, Maryland, for
the amounts due to him by the—

(1) Department of the Navy in the amount
of $42,123.84; and

(2) Department of the Treasury in the
amount of $12,508.20.

The amounts due are represented by checks
that were received but not negotiated by
John Wesley Davis.
SEC. 2. DEADLINE.

Section 1 shall apply only if John Wesley
Davis or his authorized representative sub-
mits a claim pursuant to such subsection be-
fore the expiration of the 6-month period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this
Act.

With the following committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute: Strike out all after the enact-
ing clause and insert:
SECTION 1. WAIVER OF TIME LIMITATIONS.

The time limitations set forth in section
3702(c) and 3328(a)(1) of title 31, United States
Code, shall not apply with respect to a claim
by John Wesley Davis, of Forestville, Mary-
land, for the amounts due to him by the—

(1) Department of the Navy in the amount
of $42,123.84; and

(2) Department of the Treasury in the
amount of $12,508.20.
The amounts due are represented by checks
that were received but not negotiated by
John Wesley Davis.
SEC. 2. DEADLINE.

Section 1 shall apply only if John Wesley
Davis or his authorized representative sub-
mits a claim pursuant to such subsection be-
fore the expiration of the 6-month period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the committee amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.
The committee amendment in the

nature of a substitute was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.
f

HERACLIO TOLLEY

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 378)
for the relief of Heraclio Tolley.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 378
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. IMMEDIATE RELATIVE STATUS FOR

HERACLIO TOLLEY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Heraclio Tolley shall be

classified as a child under section 101(b)(1)(E)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act for
purposes of approval of a relative visa peti-
tion filed under section 204 of such Act by his
adoptive parent and the filing of an applica-
tion for an immigrant visa or adjustment of
status.

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Heraclio
Tolley enters the United States before the
filing deadline specified in subsection (c), he
shall be considered to have entered and re-
mained lawfully and shall, if otherwise eligi-
ble, be eligible for adjustment of status
under section 245 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act as of the date of the enactment
of this Act.

(c) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY-
MENT OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall
apply only if the petition and the application
for issuance of an immigrant visa or the ap-
plication for adjustment of status are filed
with appropriate fees within 2 years after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM-
BER.—Upon the granting of an immigrant
visa or permanent residence to Heraclio
Tolley, the Secretary of State shall instruct
the proper officer to reduce by 1, for the cur-
rent or next following fiscal year, the world-
wide level of family-sponsored immigrants
under section 201(c)(1)(A) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act.

(e) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL IMMIGRATION
TREATMENT FOR CERTAIN RELATIVES.—The
natural parents, brothers, and sisters of
Heraclio Tolley shall not, by virtue of such
relationship, be accorded any right, privi-
lege, or status under the Immigration and
Nationality Act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the

third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.
f

MICHEL CHRISTOPHER MEILI,
GIUSEPPINA MEILI, MIRJAM
NAOMI MEILI, AND DAVIDE
MEILI

The Clerk called the Senate bill (S.
768) for the relief of Michel Christopher
Meili, Giuseppina Meili, Mirjam Naomi
Meili, and Davide Meili.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Seante bill as follows:

S. 768

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The actions of Swiss banks and their re-

lations with Nazi Germany before and during
World War II and the banks’ actions after
the war concerning former Nazi loot and
heirless assets placed in the banks before the
war have been the subject of an extensive
and ongoing inquiry by the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the
Senate and a study by a United States inter-
agency group.

(2) On January 8, 1997, Michael Christopher
Meili, while performing his duties as a secu-
rity guard at the Union Bank of Switzerland
in Zurich, Switzerland, discovered that bank
employees were shredding important Holo-
caust-era documents.

(3) Mr. Meili was able to save some of the
documents from destruction and then turned
them over to the Jewish community in Zu-
rich and to the Swiss police.

(4) Following Mr. Meili’s disclosure of the
destruction of the Holocaust-era documents,
Mr. Meili was suspended and then termi-
nated from his job. He was also interrogated
by the local Swiss authorities who tried to
intimidate him by threatening prosecution
for his heroic actions.

(5) Since this disclosure, Mr. Meili and his
family have been threatened and harassed,
and have received many death threats. Mr.
Meili also received a hand-delivered note
threatening the kidnapping of his children in
return for the ‘‘Jewish money’’ he would re-
ceive for his actions, and urging him to emi-
grate to the United States or be killed.

(6) Because of his courageous actions, Mr.
Meili and his family have suffered economic
hardship, mental anguish, and have been
forced to live in fear of their lives.
SEC. 2. PERMANENT RESIDENCE.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for purposes of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), Michel
Christopher Meili, Giuseppina Meili, Mirjam
Naomi Meili, and Davide Meili shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully admit-
ted to the United States for permanent resi-
dence as of the date of the enactment of this
Act upon payment of the required visa fees.
SEC. 3. REDUCTION OF NUMBER OF AVAILABLE

VISAS.
Upon the granting of permanent residence

to Michel Christopher Meili, Giuseppina
Meili, Mirjam Naomi Meili, and Davide Meili
as provided in this Act, the Secretary of
State shall instruct the proper officer to re-
duce by the appropriate number during the
current fiscal year the total number of im-
migrant visas available to natives of the
country of the aliens’ birth under section
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(a)).

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
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time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the Private Calendar.
f

MORAL BASIS OF CUTTING TAXES

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I made the case in a special order
on the moral basis of cutting taxes; a
moral basis because lower taxes means
that parents have more money to raise
their children and their family; a
moral basis because lower taxes means
that citizens have more time and more
take-home pay to be good citizens, to
be involved in charitable events, to be
involved as volunteers in helping their
community; a moral basis for cutting
taxes because with lower taxes and
more take-home pay, people have more
opportunity to create jobs, to save, and
to invest and to help the economy keep
growing.

For every American who is interested
in noting how the tax bill we are pro-
posing would help them, they can
check on the Internet GOP tax calcula-
tor at http://hillsource.house.gov.

I will repeat that. For those who are
involved in the Internet, this is an op-
portunity for them to look directly at
the tax bill to check for themselves
how they would benefit under our tax
relief plan. It is on the Internet, GOP
tax calculator, and the address is http:/
/hillsource.house.gov.

Our goal is to have all Americans
have an opportunity to look at their
tax cut and the opportunity they will
have. This is the first tax cut in 16
years. We believe that working middle-
class Americans deserve tax relief. We
believe that tax relief should focus on
families with children. It should focus
on small business and family farms. It
should focus on job creation, and it
should focus on helping people get a
better education.

So I urge Members to look at the
Internet site to find out the informa-
tion for the tax cut.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I was
unable to be present for rollcall votes
255 through 266 last week due to a
death in my family.

Had I been present I would have
voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘aye’’ on roll call votes
255, 256, 257, 258, 260, 261, 263, 264, and
265, and ‘‘nay’’ or ‘‘no’’ on rollcall votes
259, 262, and 266.
f

EXPRESSING OPPOSITION TO THE
INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS BILL
WITHOUT PROVISION FOR CON-
TINUED FUNDING OF THE NEA

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to reluctantly oppose the Inte-
rior appropriations bill we will be vot-
ing on today because it contains no
funding for the National Endowment
for the Arts. The rule did not allow us
to have a vote, an up-or-down vote, on
NEA on the grounds that the NEA was
not authorized. However, later today
we will be voting on an appropriations
bill that has at least 40 unauthorized
and protected measures in it. I believe
if we had had an up-or-down vote on
the NEA, that it would have been fully
funded for the next year.

The Federal support for the arts is an
incredibly worthwhile investment, and
as many of our Members know, stu-
dents with 4 years of arts study score
59 points higher on their verbal scores
and 45 points higher on the math por-
tion of their SAT’s than students with
no arts classes.

Recent studies about the develop-
ment of the human brain show the im-
portance of arts for early childhood de-
velopment. At the University of Cali-
fornia at Irvine, researchers found that
music training is far superior to com-
puter instruction in dramatically en-
hancing children’s abstract reasoning
skills.

f

THE JUVENILE CRIME AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, today
the House will consider a very impor-
tant issue of juvenile crime. It should
be noted that 20 percent, 1 out of 5, of
all murders, rapes, robberies, and as-
saults in this country are committed
by individuals under the age of 18. Fur-
thermore, population experts are pre-
dicting a 31 percent increase in the
youth population by the year 2010.

We must act on this issue imme-
diately. H.R. 1818, the Juvenile Crime
and Delinquency Prevention Act, is a
very important piece of legislation in
this battle. This bill, authored by my
Republican colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. RIGGS] provides
block grants to States in order to fund
juvenile crime control activities, giv-
ing much greater flexibility to local of-
ficials to best utilize their resources.
Equally important, this bill reauthor-
izes programs to serve runaways and
homeless youth and the National Miss-
ing Children’s Center.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year this
body passed H.R. 3, which provided for
more effective punishment of juvenile
offenders. This legislation will focus on
prevention of juvenile crime. I com-
mend the gentleman from California
[Mr. RIGGS] and the Republican leader-
ship for bringing this bill to the floor,
and I urge its passage.

THE WHITE HOUSE COVERUP ON
NAFTA

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, sur-
prise, surprise. The White House issued
a glowing report on NAFTA. However,
the Economic Policy Institute says the
White House cannot handle the truth.
The truth is our trade deficit with
Mexico has ballooned to $16 billion. Our
trade deficit with Canada has ballooned
to $23 billion. In addition, in the first
32 months of NAFTA, America has lost
500,000 jobs, that is half a million;
15,000 jobs a month, 1,850 jobs a week,
765 jobs a day. But the White House
says, do not worry, we are going to find
new jobs.

Tell me, how many people can
‘‘Mickey D’’ hire in America, Mr.
Speaker? Who is kidding whom? The
White House has not issued a report on
NAFTA, the White House has issued a
cover-up on NAFTA. I yield back the
balance of any jobs we might have left.

f

TAX CUTS SHOULD BE FOR THOSE
WHO PAY TAXES

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, re-
member when a tax cut meant paying
less taxes? That was not too long ago.
Taxes were something you paid, not
something you got. The tax cuts I am
talking about are tax cuts that reduce
the amount you pay. A tax cut does not
mean that anyone gives me anything,
it means the Government is taking
less.

I have no hope whatsoever that the
other side will understand this point,
but my constituents asked that I keep
trying. When the Government takes a
little less from the taxpayers, no one
else is worse off. However, when the
Government gives somebody some
money, like the earned income tax
credit, for example, that is at the ex-
pense of somebody else. The taxpayers
pay for that.

Some Members’ idea of a tax cut
means that the taxpayers pay more.
That is nonsense. A tax cut is not at
the expense of other taxpayers. A tax
cut to those who do not pay income
taxes is at the expense of others. That
makes all the difference.

f

THE REPUBLICAN TAX PLAN
FAILS THE SPEAKER’S OWN MO-
RALITY TEST

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last
week Speaker Gingrich said, and I
quote, ‘‘We believe there is a moral
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case for cutting taxes.’’ But unfortu-
nately for American families, the Re-
publican tax plan fails the Speaker’s
own morality test.

The Republican tax proposal denies
the child tax credit to 15 million work-
ing American families who make less
than $30,000. These parents work hard
and in fact they pay taxes. They are
trying to raise families and make ends
meet. My Republican colleagues say
they do not deserve a tax break simply
because they do not make a lot of
money. We are talking about nurses
and policemen. These are the people
who, for nearly two decades, have lost
ground or have barely been able to
keep up.

Are these the values and the prior-
ities of this great Nation? I do not
think so. The Republican tax bill
leaves behind 15 million American
working families, while giving an aver-
age $24,000 tax break to the richest 1
percent of American families. Demo-
crats believe it is the middle-class fam-
ilies who could use some tax relief.
That is why the Democratic tax pro-
posal gives the tax break to all fami-
lies who work and who pay taxes.
f

b 1215

TAX FAIRNESS

(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to talk about tax fairness. I
do not think that it is fair that the
Government waste so much of our
money.

I do not think it is fair that people
have to pay between a quarter and a
half of all the money that they earn to
the Government, the same government
that turns around and wastes it on
massive programs that barely work. I
also do not think it is fair when I think
about how much prior generations paid
in taxes compared to how much we
have to pay in taxes.

Back in 1950, the average family paid
less than 5 percent of its income in
taxes to the Federal Government. Now
that same family pays over a quarter
of everything that it earns. When we
add up all the State taxes, property
taxes, sales taxes, all the other taxes,
families are paying nearly half of what
they earn to the Government. It just
seems like the Government is not
doing much with it. We are becoming
less and less accountable every year.

I just do not think it is fair. We are
going to change it. Support tax relief
for American families.
f

WELFARE FAMILIES

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, in
about 15 minutes the conference com-
mittee on taxes will meet downstairs.

I continue to be appalled by the Re-
publican attempt to create the image
of people who have children and who
have worked and make $24,000 a year
and calling them a welfare family.

Now, I do not understand why a rook-
ie policeman making $23,000, has two
kids, is considered a welfare family
and, therefore, is not entitled to the
child tax credit. If there is any family
that needs a tax break for its kids, it is
families that are working and making
less than $25,000. And to call those peo-
ple, whether they be school teachers or
nurse’s aides or rookie policemen or
road workers or whatever, anybody
working ought to be eligible for the
$500 tax credit. They are not on wel-
fare.
f

MORE ON TAX FAIRNESS

(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to continue the discussion of fairness
started by the gentlewoman from Ohio.

I begin with the proposition that it is
not fair and it is not compatible with
freedom that the Government has the
power to take half of everything a per-
son earns, no matter how much money
that person earns. I would like to focus
rather on fairness to the poorest Amer-
icans, those who are most in need of an
expanding economy, those who are
most in need of an economy with job
opportunities, and those who are most
in need of a tax system that allows for
prosperity.

Mr. Speaker, people who do not have
a lot of money, even if the liberals do
not realize it, realize that there is no
substitute for prosperity. When the
economy is in hard times, the poor get
hurt the most. We know that the Gov-
ernment can set up a tax system that
either encourages or discourages pros-
perity.

Notice I did not say create prosperity
because the Government cannot do
that, only the people can. The Govern-
ment can only stand in the way.

Mr. Speaker, taxes are too high. We
all know it. That definitely is not fair.
f

THE MISSING AND EXPLOITED
CHILDREN’S CAUCUS

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, as
chairman of the Missing and Exploited
Children’s Caucus, it is my pleasure to
announce another reunion of a missing
child with his family. Fourteen-year-
old Vincent Clayton wandered away
from his Montrose, MI, home in May
1996. Vincent suffers from seizures and
developed amnesia. He was living in a
foster home in Toledo, OH.

Recently Vincent’s foster mother re-
ceived a ‘‘Have You Seen Me’’ card in
the mail and saw a picture of her foster
son. She got in touch with the authori-

ties and Vincent was reunited with his
family back in Michigan.

‘‘Have You Seen Me’’ is a joint effort
by the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children and ADVO, a direct
mail company.

That is why I have begun printing
the pictures and vital statistics of
missing children on my office enve-
lopes and why I encourage every Mem-
ber of this body to do the same. Pic-
tures work. We must work harder to
get pictures of missing children in
front of as many people as we possibly
can.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me and join the Missing and Ex-
ploited Children’s Caucus.
f

FEELING AGGRIEVED ABOUT
TAXES

(Mr. PAPPAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, it turns
out that Jerry Seinfeld and George
Kastanza are talking about taxes
again. As usual, George is feeling ag-
grieved. Apparently the problem is
that George, who works for the New
York Yankees and earns $45,000 a year,
is upset with what he is hearing from
the Democrats in Washington. Let us
listen in on their conversation.

Jerry asks, ‘‘Okay, George, what is it
now?’’

George responds, ‘‘Did you hear what
they’re doing to me now?’’

Jerry says, ‘‘What do you mean,
they?’’

George says, ‘‘I don’t know, they, the
politicians in Washington.’’

‘‘Well, what are they doing?’’
‘‘They’re out of their minds. They’re

trying to tell me that my income is not
$45,000, but it’s actually $75,000.’’

Jerry says, ‘‘I’m sorry, George, I
don’t follow.’’

George says, ‘‘Neither do I. All I
know is that there are politicians who
are saying that I’m now rich, that I
shouldn’t get a tax cut.’’

Jerry says, ‘‘George, I never thought
I’d see the day, and I’m not exactly
sure what you are talking about, but I
think I agree with you.’’

‘‘Well, it’s about time.’’
f

STUDY THE EFFECTS OF NAFTA

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, the
House is considering a fast track for an
extension of NAFTA at this time.
NAFTA only passed this body by the
narrowest of margins back in 1994. I
would like to ask, would it not make a
lot of sense to have a full congressional
study or a hearing to determine the
impact that NAFTA has had before we
grant this fast track? Do Members sup-
pose a little bit of information or a lit-
tle more information is not a good
idea? I think it is a real good idea. I
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think we should proceed to get the in-
formation before we extend NAFTA, es-
pecially on a fast track.
f

FAMILIES SHOULD HAVE MORE

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, there was
a fascinating article on the front page
of the Washington Post last week. The
article is entitled ‘‘Voters Feeling Re-
mote From Issues In Capital.’’ One per-
son is quoted as saying, ‘‘Politics in
Washington doesn’t seem to affect me
directly.’’

Well, Mr. Speaker, many people do
not realize it but Washington does af-
fect them directly. Political choices
made in Washington have a direct im-
pact on the amount of taxes they pay.
Perhaps people feel that regardless of
what politicians say, they know that
the tax bill will keep going up.

That, in fact, is the way things have
been going here in Washington. The
family tax burden has steadily climbed
upwards from 5 percent in 1950 to 25
percent today. Let me remind my col-
leagues that is only the Federal tax
burden. When we add that with hidden
taxes, with State and local taxes, it
goes to over 50 percent.

Now it is time for a change. It is time
for Washington to spend a little less so
families can have a little more.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces
that he will postpone further proceed-
ings today on each motion to suspend
the rules on which a recorded vote or
the yeas and nays are ordered, or on
which the vote is objected to under
clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules but
not before 5 p.m. today.
f

JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT
OF 1997

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1818) to amend the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 to authorize appropriations for fis-
cal years 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001, and
for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1818

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1997’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE JUS-
TICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
ACT OF 1974

Sec. 101. Findings.
Sec. 102. Purpose.
Sec. 103. Definitions.
Sec. 104. Name of office.
Sec. 105. Concentration of Federal effort.
Sec. 106. Coordinating Council on Juvenile Jus-

tice and Delinquency Prevention.
Sec. 107. Annual report.
Sec. 108. Allocation.
Sec. 109. State plans.
Sec. 110. Juvenile delinquency prevention block

grant program.
Sec. 111. Research; evaluation; technical assist-

ance; training.
Sec. 112. Demonstration projects.
Sec. 113. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 114. Administrative authority.
Sec. 115. Use of funds.
Sec. 116. Limitation on use of funds.
Sec. 117. Rule of construction.
Sec. 118. Leasing surplus Federal property.
Sec. 119. Issuance of Rules.
Sec. 120. Technical and conforming amend-

ments.
Sec. 121. References.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE
RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH ACT

Sec. 201. Findings.
Sec. 202. Authority to make grants for centers

and services.
Sec. 203. Eligibility.
Sec. 204. Approval of applications.
Sec. 205. Authority for transitional living grant

program.
Sec. 206. Eligibility.
Sec. 207. Authority to make grants for research,

evaluation, demonstration, and
service projects.

Sec. 208. Temporary demonstration projects to
provide services to youth in rural
areas.

Sec. 209. Sexual abuse prevention program.
Sec. 210. Assistance to potential grantees.
Sec. 211. Reports.
Sec. 212. Evaluation.
Sec. 213. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 214. Consolidated review of applications.
Sec. 215. Definitions.
Sec. 216. Redesignation of sections.
Sec. 217. Technical amendment.

TITLE III—INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR LOCAL
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS

Sec. 301. Duties and functions of the Adminis-
trator.

Sec. 302. Grants for prevention programs.
Sec. 303. Repeal of definition.
Sec. 304. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. Effective date; application of amend-
ments.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVEN-
TION ACT OF 1974

SEC. 101. FINDINGS.
Section 101 of the Juvenile Justice and De-

linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5601) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘FINDINGS

‘‘SEC. 101. (a) The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) There has been a dramatic increase in
juvenile delinquency, particularly violent
crime committed by juveniles. Weapons of-
fenses and homicides are 2 of the fastest
growing crimes committed by juveniles.
More than 1⁄2 of juvenile victims are killed
with a firearm. Approximately 1⁄5 of the indi-
viduals arrested for committing violent
crime are less than 18 years of age. The in-
crease in both the number of youth below
the age of 15 and females arrested for violent
crime is cause for concern.

‘‘(2) This problem should be addressed
through a 2-track common sense approach
that addresses the needs of individual juve-
niles and society at large by promoting—

‘‘(A) quality prevention programs that—
‘‘(i) work with juveniles, their families,

local public agencies, and community-based
organizations, and take into consideration
such factors as whether or not juveniles have
been the victims of family violence (includ-
ing child abuse and neglect); and

‘‘(ii) are designed to reduce risks and de-
velop competencies in at-risk juveniles that
will prevent, and reduce the rate of, violent
delinquent behavior; and

‘‘(B) programs that assist in holding juve-
niles accountable for their actions, including
a system of graduated sanctions to respond
to each delinquent act, requiring juveniles to
make restitution, or perform community
service, for the damage caused by their de-
linquent acts, and methods for increasing
victim satisfaction with respect to the pen-
alties imposed on juveniles for their acts.

‘‘(b) Congress must act now to reform this
program by focusing on juvenile delinquency
prevention programs, as well as programs
that hold juveniles accountable for their
acts. Without true reform, the criminal jus-
tice system will not be able to overcome the
challenges it will face in the coming years
when the number of juveniles is expected to
increase by 30 percent.’’.
SEC. 102. PURPOSE.

Section 102 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5602) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘PURPOSES

‘‘SEC. 102. The purposes of this title and
title II are—

‘‘(1) to support State and local programs
that prevent juvenile involvement in delin-
quent behavior;

‘‘(2) to assist State and local governments
in promoting public safety by encouraging
accountability for acts of juvenile delin-
quency; and

‘‘(3) to assist State and local governments
in addressing juvenile crime through the pro-
vision of technical assistance, research,
training, evaluation, and the dissemination
of information on effective programs for
combating juvenile delinquency.’’.
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS.

Section 103 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5603) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘to help
prevent juvenile delinquency’’ and inserting
‘‘designed to reduce known risk factors for
juvenile delinquent behavior, provides ac-
tivities that build on protective factors for,
and develop competencies in, juveniles to
prevent, and reduce the rate of, delinquent
juvenile behavior’’,

(2) in paragraph (4) by inserting ‘‘title I of’’
before ‘‘the Omnibus’’ each place it appears,

(3) in paragraph (7) by striking ‘‘the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’,

(4) in paragraph (9) by striking ‘‘justice’’
and inserting ‘‘crime control’’,

(5) in paragraph (12)(B) by striking ‘‘, of
any nonoffender,’’,

(6) in paragraph (13)(B) by striking ‘‘, any
non-offender,’’,

(7) in paragraph (14) by inserting ‘‘drug
trafficking,’’ after ‘‘assault,’’,

(8) in paragraph (16)—
(A) in subparagraph (A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at

the end, and
(B) by striking subparagraph (C),
(9) by striking paragraph (17),
(10) in paragraph (22)—
(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (i), (ii),

and (iii) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C),
respectively, and

(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end,
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(11) in paragraph (23) by striking the period

at the end and inserting a semicolon,
(12) by redesignating paragraphs (18), (19),

(20), (21), (22), and (23) as paragraphs (17)
through (22), respectively, and

(12) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(23) the term ‘boot camp’ means a resi-

dential facility (excluding a private resi-
dence) at which there are provided—

‘‘(A) a highly regimented schedule of dis-
cipline, physical training, work, drill, and
ceremony characteristic of military basic
training.

‘‘(B) regular, remedial, special, and voca-
tional education; and

‘‘(C) counseling and treatment for sub-
stance abuse and other health and mental
health problems;

‘‘(24) the term ‘graduated sanctions’ means
an accountability-based, graduated series of
sanctions (including incentives and services)
applicable to juveniles within the juvenile
justice system to hold such juveniles ac-
countable for their actions and to protect
communities from the effects of juvenile de-
linquency by providing appropriate sanctions
for every act for which a juvenile is adju-
dicated delinquent, by inducing their law-
abiding behavior, and by preventing their
subsequent involvement with the juvenile
justice system;

‘‘(25) the term ‘violent crime’ means—
‘‘(A) murder or nonnegligent man-

slaughter, forcible rape, or robbery, or
‘‘(B) aggravated assault committed with

the use of a firearm;
‘‘(26) the term ‘co-located facilities’ means

facilities that are located in the same build-
ing, or are part of a related complex of build-
ings located on the same grounds; and

‘‘(27) the term ‘related complex of build-
ings’ means 2 or more buildings that share—

‘‘(A) physical features, such as walls and
fences, or services beyond mechanical serv-
ices (heating, air conditioning, water and
sewer); or

‘‘(B) the specialized services that are al-
lowable under section 31.303(e)(3)(i)(C)(3) of
title 28 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
as in effect on December 10, 1996.’’.
SEC. 104. NAME OF OFFICE.

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611
et seq.) is amended—

(1) by amending the heading of part A to
read as follows:

‘‘PART A—OFFICE OF JUVENILE CRIME
CONTROL AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION’’,

(2) in section 201(a) by striking ‘‘Justice
and Delinquency Prevention’’ and inserting
‘‘Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’, and

(3) in subsections section 299A(c)(2) by
striking ‘‘Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention’’.
SEC. 105. CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORT.

Section 204 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5614) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by striking the last
sentence,

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘and of the

prospective’’ and all that follows through
‘‘administered’’,

(B) by striking paragraph (5), and
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7)

as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively,
(3) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘and re-

ports’’ and all that follows through ‘‘this
part’’, and inserting ‘‘as may be appropriate
to prevent the duplication of efforts, and to
coordinate activities, related to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency’’,

(4) by striking subsection (i), and

(5) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (f).
SEC. 106. COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-
VENTION.

Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5616) is repealed.
SEC. 107. ANNUAL REPORT.

Section 207 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5617) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘priorities,’’,

and
(B) by striking ‘‘, and recommendations of

the Council’’,
(2) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5), and

inserting the following:
‘‘(4) An evaluation of the programs funded

under this title and their effectiveness in re-
ducing the incidence of juvenile delinquency,
particularly violent crime, committed by ju-
veniles.’’, and

(3) by redesignating such section as section
206.
SEC. 108. ALLOCATION.

Section 222 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5632) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (2)—
(i) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $400,000,’’

and inserting ‘‘amount up to $400,000’’,
(II) by inserting a comma after ‘‘1992’’ the

1st place it appears,
(III) by striking ‘‘the Trust Territory of

the Pacific Islands,’’, and
(IV) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $100,000,’’

and inserting ‘‘amount up to $100,000’’,
(ii) in subparagraph (B)—
(I) by striking ‘‘(other than part D)’’,
(II) by striking ‘‘or such greater amount,

up to $600,000’’ and all that follows through
‘‘section 299(a) (1) and (3)’’,

(III) by striking ‘‘the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands,’’,

(IV) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $100,000,’’
and inserting ‘‘amount up to $100,000’’, and

(V) by inserting a comma after ‘‘1992’’,
(B) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘allot’’ and

inserting ‘‘allocate’’, and
(2) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘the Trust

Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’.
SEC. 109. STATE PLANS.

Section 223 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5633) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the 2nd sentence by striking ‘‘chal-

lenge’’ and all that follows through ‘‘part E’’,
and inserting ‘‘, projects, and activities’’,

(B) in paragraph (3)—
(i) by striking ‘‘, which—’’ and inserting

‘‘that—’’,
(ii) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘not less’’ and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘33’’, and inserting ‘‘the attor-
ney general of the State or such other State
official who has primary responsibility for
overseeing the enforcement of State crimi-
nal laws, and’’,

(II) by inserting ‘‘, in consultation with the
attorney general of the State or such other
State official who has primary responsibility
for overseeing the enforcement of State
criminal laws’’ after ‘‘State’’,

(III) in clause (i) by striking ‘‘or the ad-
ministration of juvenile justice’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, the administration of juvenile justice,
or the reduction of juvenile delinquency’’,

(IV) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘include—’’
and all that follows through the semicolon
at the end of subclause (VIII), and inserting
the following:

‘‘represent a multidisciplinary approach to
addressing juvenile delinquency and may in-
clude—

‘‘(I) individuals who represent units of gen-
eral local government, law enforcement and
juvenile justice agencies, public agencies
concerned with the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency and with the
adjudication of juveniles, representatives of
juveniles, or nonprofit private organizations,
particularly such organizations that serve
juveniles; and

‘‘(II) such other individuals as the chief ex-
ecutive officer considers to be appropriate;
and’’, and

(V) by striking clauses (iv) and (v),
(iii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘jus-

tice’’ and inserting ‘‘crime control’’,
(iv) in subparagraph (D)—
(I) in clause (i) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the

end,
(II) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘paragraphs’’

and all that follows through ‘‘part E’’, and
inserting ‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’,
and

(III) by striking clause (iii), and
(v) in subparagraph (E) by striking ‘‘title—

’’ and all that follows through ‘‘(ii)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘title,’’,

(C) in paragraph (5)—
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A) by striking ‘‘, other than’’ and inserting
‘‘reduced by the percentage (if any) specified
by the State under the authority of para-
graph (25) and excluding’’ after ‘‘section 222’’,
and

‘‘(ii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (12)(A), (13), and (14)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’,

(D) by striking paragraph (6),
(E) in paragraph (7) by inserting ‘‘, includ-

ing in rural areas’’ before the semicolon at
the end,

(F) in paragraph (8)—
(i) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘for (i)’’ and all that follows

through ‘‘relevant jurisdiction’’, and insert-
ing ‘‘for an analysis of juvenile delinquency
problems in, and the juvenile delinquency
control and delinquency prevention needs
(including educational needs) of, the State’’,

(II) by striking ‘‘justice’’ the second place
it appears and inserting ‘‘crime control’’,
and

(III) by striking ‘‘of the jurisdiction; (ii)’’
and all that follows through the semicolon
at the end, and inserting ‘‘of the State; and’’,

(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read
as follows:

‘‘(B) contain—
‘‘(i) a plan for providing needed gender-spe-

cific services for the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency;

‘‘(ii) a plan for providing needed services
for the prevention and treatment of juvenile
delinquency in rural areas; and

‘‘(iii) a plan for providing needed mental
health services to juveniles in the juvenile
justice system;’’, and

(iii) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D),
(G) by amending paragraph (9) to read as

follows:
‘‘(9) provide for the coordination and maxi-

mum utilization of existing juvenile delin-
quency programs, programs operated by pub-
lic and private agencies and organizations,
and other related programs (such as edu-
cation, special education, recreation, health,
and welfare programs) in the State;’’,

(H) in paragraph (10)—
(i) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘, specifically’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘including’’,
(II) by striking clause (i), and
(III) redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as

clauses (i) and (ii), respectively,
(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read

as follows:
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‘‘(B) programs that assist in holding juve-

niles accountable for their actions, including
the use of graduated sanctions and of neigh-
borhood courts or panels that increase vic-
tim satisfaction and require juveniles to
make restitution for the damage caused by
their delinquent behavior;’’,

(iii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘juve-
nile justice’’ and inserting ‘‘juvenile crime
control’’,

(iv) by amending subparagraph (D) to read
as follows:

‘‘(D) programs that provide treatment to
juvenile offenders who are victims of child
abuse or neglect, and to their families, in
order to reduce the likelihood that such ju-
venile offenders will commit subsequent vio-
lations of law;’’,

(v) in subparagraph (E)—
(I) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause

(iii), and
(II) by striking ‘‘juveniles, provided’’ and

all that follows through ‘‘provides; and’’, and
inserting the following:
‘‘juveniles—

‘‘(i) to encourage juveniles to remain in el-
ementary and secondary schools or in alter-
native learning situations;

‘‘(ii) to provide services to assist juveniles
in making the transition to the world of
work and self-sufficiency; and’’,

(vi) by amending subparagraph (F) to read
as follows:

‘‘(F) expanding the use of probation offi-
cers—

‘‘(i) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including
status offenders) to remain at home with
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and

‘‘(ii) to ensure that juveniles follow the
terms of their probation;’’,

(vii) by amending subparagraph (G) to read
as follows:

‘‘(G) one-on-one mentoring programs that
are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-
venile offenders, particularly juveniles resid-
ing in high-crime areas and juveniles experi-
encing educational failure, with responsible
adults (such as law enforcement officers,
adults working with local businesses, and
adults working with community-based orga-
nizations and agencies) who are properly
screened and trained;’’,

(viii) in subparagraph (H) by striking
‘‘handicapped youth’’ and inserting ‘‘juve-
niles with disabilities’’,

(ix) by amending subparagraph (K) to read
as follows:

‘‘(K) boot camps for juvenile offenders;’’,
(x) by amending subparagraph (L) to read

as follows:
‘‘(L) community-based programs and serv-

ices to work with juveniles, their parents,
and other family members during and after
incarceration in order to strengthen families
so that such juveniles may be retained in
their homes;’’,

(xi) by amending subparagraph (M) to read
as follows:

‘‘(M) other activities (such as court-ap-
pointed advocates) that the State determines
will hold juveniles accountable for their acts
and decrease juvenile involvement in delin-
quent activities;’’,

(xii) by amending subparagraph (N) to read
as follows:

‘‘(N) establishing policies and systems to
incorporate relevant child protective serv-
ices records into juvenile justice records for
purposes of establishing treatment plans for
juvenile offenders;’’,

(xiii) in subparagraph (O)—
(I) in striking ‘‘cultural’’ and inserting

‘‘other’’, and
(II) by striking the period at the end and

inserting a semicolon, and
(xiv) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(P) a system of records relating to any
adjudication of juveniles less than 18 years of
age who are adjudicated delinquent for con-
duct that would be a violent crime if com-
mitted by an adult, that is—

‘‘(i) equivalent to the records that would
be kept of adults arrested for such conduct,
including fingerprints and photographs;

‘‘(ii) submitted to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation in the same manner as adult
records are so submitted;

‘‘(iii) retained for a period of time that is
equal to the period of time records are re-
tained for adults; and

‘‘(iv) available on an expedited basis to law
enforcement agencies, the courts, and school
officials (and such school officials shall be
subject to the same standards and penalties
that law enforcement and juvenile justice
system employees are subject to under Fed-
eral and State law, for handling and disclos-
ing such information);

‘‘(Q) programs that utilize multidisci-
plinary interagency case management and
information sharing, that enable the juvenile
justice and law enforcement agencies,
schools, and social service agencies to make
more informed decisions regarding early
identification, control, supervision, and
treatment of juveniles who repeatedly com-
mit violent or serious delinquent acts; and

‘‘(R) programs designed to prevent and re-
duce hate crimes committed by juveniles.’’,

(I) by amending paragraph (12) to read as
follows:

‘‘(12) shall, in accordance with rules issued
by the Administrator, provide that—

‘‘(A) juveniles who are charged with or who
have committed an offense that would not be
criminal if committed by an adult, exclud-
ing—

‘‘(i) juveniles who are charged with or who
have committed a violation of section
922(x)(2) of title 18, United States Code, or of
a similar State law;

‘‘(ii) juveniles who are charged with or who
have committed a violation of a valid court
order; and

‘‘(iii) juveniles who are held in accordance
with the Interstate Compact on Juveniles as
enacted by the State;

shall not be placed in secure detention facili-
ties or secure correctional facilities; and

‘‘(B) juveniles—
‘‘(i) who are not charged with any offense;

and
‘‘(ii) who are—
‘‘(I) aliens; or
‘‘(II) alleged to be dependent, neglected, or

abused;

shall not be placed in secure detention facili-
ties or secure correctional facilities;’’,

(J) by amending paragraph (13) to read as
follows:

‘‘(13) provide that—
‘‘(A) juveniles alleged to be or found to be

delinquent, and juveniles within the purview
of paragraph (11), will not be detained or con-
fined in any institution in which they have
regular contact, or unsupervised incidental
contact, with adults incarcerated because
such adults have been convicted of a crime
or are awaiting trial on criminal charges;
and

‘‘(B) there is in effect in the State a policy
that requires individuals who work with
both such juveniles and such adults in co-lo-
cated facilities have been trained and cer-
tified to work with juveniles;’’,

(K) by amending paragraph (14) to read as
follows:

‘‘(14) provide that no juvenile will be de-
tained or confined in any jail or lockup for
adults except—

‘‘(A) juveniles who are accused of nonsta-
tus offenses and who are detained in such jail
or lockup for a period not to exceed 6 hours—

‘‘(i) for processing or release;
‘‘(ii) while awaiting transfer to a juvenile

facility; or
‘‘(iii) in which period such juveniles make

a court appearance;
‘‘(B) juveniles who are accused of nonsta-

tus offenses, who are awaiting an initial
court appearance that will occur within 48
hours after being taken into custody (exclud-
ing Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays),
and who are detained or confined in a jail or
lockup—

‘‘(i) in which—
‘‘(I) such juveniles do not have regular con-

tact, or unsupervised incidental contact,
with adults incarcerated because such adults
have been convicted of a crime or are await-
ing trial on criminal charges; and

‘‘(II) there is in effect in the State a policy
that requires individuals who work with
both such juveniles and such adults in co-lo-
cated facilities have been trained and cer-
tified to work with juveniles; and

‘‘(ii) that—
‘‘(I) is located outside a metropolitan sta-

tistical area (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget);

‘‘(II) has no existing acceptable alternative
placement available;

‘‘(III) is located where conditions of dis-
tance to be traveled or the lack of highway,
road, or transportation do not allow for
court appearances within 48 hours (excluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) so
that a brief (not to exceed an additional 48
hours) delay is excusable; or

‘‘(IV) is located where conditions of safety
exist (such as severe adverse, life-threaten-
ing weather conditions that do not allow for
reasonably safe travel), in which case the
time for an appearance may be delayed until
24 hours after the time that such conditions
allow for reasonable safe travel;

‘‘(C) juveniles who are accused of nonsta-
tus offenses and who are detained or confined
in a jail or lockup that satisfies the require-
ments of subparagraph (B)(i) if—

‘‘(i) such jail or lockup—
‘‘(I) is located outside a metropolitan sta-

tistical area (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget); and

‘‘(II) has no existing acceptable alternative
placement available;

‘‘(ii) a parent or other legal guardian (or
guardian ad litem) of the juvenile involved
consents to detaining or confining such juve-
nile in accordance with this subparagraph
and has the right to revoke such consent at
any time;

‘‘(iii) the juvenile has counsel, and the
counsel representing such juvenile has an op-
portunity to present the juvenile’s position
regarding the detention or confinement in-
volved to the court before the court approves
such detention or confinement; and

‘‘(iv) detaining or confining such juvenile
in accordance with this subparagraph is—

‘‘(I) approved in advance by a court with
competent jurisdiction that has determined
that such placement is in the best interest of
such juvenile;

‘‘(II) required to be reviewed periodically,
at intervals of not more than 5 days (exclud-
ing Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays),
by such court for the duration of detention
or confinement; and

‘‘(III) for a period preceding the sentencing
(if any) of such juvenile;’’,

(L) in paragraph (15)—
(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (12)(A), para-

graph (13), and paragraph (14)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’, and

(ii) by striking ‘‘paragraph (12)(A) and
paragraph (13)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs
(11) and (12)’’,
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(M) in paragraph (16) by striking ‘‘men-

tally, emotionally, or physically handi-
capping conditions’’ and inserting ‘‘disabil-
ity’’,

(N) by amending paragraph (19) to read as
follows:

‘‘(19) provide assurances that—
‘‘(A) any assistance provided under this

Act will not cause the displacement (includ-
ing a partial displacement, such as a reduc-
tion in the hours of nonovertime work,
wages, or employment benefits) of any cur-
rently employed employee;

‘‘(B) activities assisted under this Act will
not impair an existing collective bargaining
relationship, contract for services, or collec-
tive bargaining agreement; and

‘‘(C) no such activity that would be incon-
sistent with the terms of a collective bar-
gaining agreement shall be undertaken with-
out the written concurrence of the labor or-
ganization involved;’’,

(O) by amending paragraph (23) to read as
follows:

‘‘(23) address juvenile delinquency preven-
tion efforts and system improvement efforts
designed to reduce, without establishing or
requiring numerical standards or quotas, the
disproportionate number of juvenile mem-
bers of minority groups, who come into con-
tact with the juvenile justice system;’’,

(P) by amending paragraph (24) to read as
follows:

‘‘(24) provide that if a juvenile is taken
into custody for violating a valid court order
issued for committing a status offense—

‘‘(A) an appropriate public agency shall be
promptly notified that such juvenile is held
in custody for violating such order;

‘‘(B) not later than 24 hours during which
such juvenile is so held, an authorized rep-
resentative of such agency shall interview,
in person, such juvenile; and

‘‘(C) not later than 48 hours during which
such juvenile is so held—

‘‘(i) such representative shall submit an as-
sessment to the court that issued such order,
regarding the immediate needs of such juve-
nile; and

‘‘(ii) such court shall conduct a hearing to
determine—

‘‘(I) whether there is reasonable cause to
believe that such juvenile violated such
order; and

‘‘(II) the appropriate placement of such ju-
venile pending disposition of the violation
alleged;’’,

(Q) in paragraph (25) by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon,

(R) by redesignating paragraphs (7)
through (25) as paragraphs (6) through (24),
respectively, and

(S) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(25) specify a percentage (if any), not to

exceed 5 percent, of funds received by the
State under section 222 (other than funds
made available to the state advisory group
under section 222(d)) that the State will re-
serve for expenditure by the State to provide
incentive grants to units of general local
government that reduce the caseload of pro-
bation officers within such units, and

‘‘(26) provide that the State, to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, will implement a
system to ensure that if a juvenile is before
a court in the juvenile justice system, public
child welfare records (including child protec-
tive services records) relating to such juve-
nile that are on file in the geographical area
under the jurisdiction of such court will be
made known to such court.’’, and

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as
follows:

‘‘(c) If a State fails to comply with any of
the applicable requirements of paragraphs
(11), (12), (13), and (22) of subsection (a) in
any fiscal year beginning after September 30,
1997, then the amount allocated to such

State for the subsequent fiscal year shall be
reduced by not to exceed 12.5 percent for
each such paragraph with respect to which
the failure occurs, unless the Administrator
determines that the State—

‘‘(1) has achieved substantial compliance
with such applicable requirements with re-
spect to which the State was not in compli-
ance; and

‘‘(2) has made, through appropriate execu-
tive or legislative action, an unequivocal
commitment to achieving full compliance
with such applicable requirements within a
reasonable time.’’, and

(3) in subsection (d)—
(A) by striking ‘‘allotment’’ and inserting

‘‘allocation’’, and
(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (a) (12)(A), (13),

(14) and (23)’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), (13), and (22) of
subsection (a)’’.
SEC. 110. JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM.
Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611
et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking parts C, D, E, F, G, and H,
(2) by striking the 1st part I,
(3) by redesignating the 2nd part I as part

F, and
(4) by inserting after part B the following:

‘‘PART C—JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

‘‘SEC. 241. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.
‘‘The Administrator may make grants to

eligible States, from funds allocated under
section 242, for the purpose of providing fi-
nancial assistance to eligible entities to
carry out projects designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency, including—

‘‘(1) projects that assist in holding juve-
niles accountable for their actions, including
the use of neighborhood courts or panels
that increase victim satisfaction and require
juveniles to make restitution, or perform
community service, for the damage caused
by their delinquent acts;

‘‘(2) projects that provide treatment to ju-
venile offenders who are victims of child
abuse or neglect, and to their families, in
order to reduce the likelihood that such ju-
venile offenders will commit subsequent vio-
lations of law;

‘‘(3) educational projects or supportive
services for delinquent or other juveniles—

‘‘(A) to encourage juveniles to remain in
elementary and secondary schools or in al-
ternative learning situations in educational
settings;

‘‘(B) to provide services to assist juveniles
in making the transition to the world of
work and self-sufficiency;

‘‘(C) to assist in identifying learning dif-
ficulties (including learning disabilities);

‘‘(D) to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary
suspensions and expulsions;

‘‘(E) to encourage new approaches and
techniques with respect to the prevention of
school violence and vandalism;

‘‘(F) which assist law enforcement person-
nel and juvenile justice personnel to more ef-
fectively recognize and provide for learning-
disabled and other handicapped juveniles; or

‘‘(G) which develop locally coordinated
policies and programs among education, ju-
venile justice, and social service agencies;

‘‘(4) projects which expand the use of pro-
bation officers—

‘‘(A) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including
status offenders) to remain at home with
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and

‘‘(B) to ensure that juveniles follow the
terms of their probation;

‘‘(5) one-on-one mentoring projects that
are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-

venile offenders who did not commit serious
crime, particularly juveniles residing in
high-crime areas and juveniles experiencing
educational failure, with responsible adults
(such as law enforcement officers, adults
working with local businesses, and adults
working for community-based organizations
and agencies) who are properly screened and
trained;

‘‘(6) community-based projects and serv-
ices (including literacy and social service
programs) which work with juvenile offend-
ers, including those from families with lim-
ited English-speaking proficiency, their par-
ents, their siblings, and other family mem-
bers during and after incarceration of the ju-
venile offenders, in order to strengthen fami-
lies, to allow juvenile offenders to be re-
tained in their homes, and to prevent the in-
volvement of other juvenile family members
in delinquent activities;

‘‘(7) projects designed to provide for the
treatment of juveniles for dependence on or
abuse of alcohol, drugs, or other harmful
substances;

‘‘(8) projects which leverage funds to pro-
vide scholarships for postsecondary edu-
cation and training for low-income juveniles
who reside in neighborhoods with high rates
of poverty, violence, and drug-related
crimes;

‘‘(9) projects which provide for an initial
intake screening of each juvenile taken into
custody—

‘‘(A) to determine the likelihood that such
juvenile will commit a subsequent offense;
and

‘‘(B) to provide appropriate interventions
to prevent such juvenile from committing
subsequent offenses;

‘‘(10) projects (including school- or commu-
nity-based projects) that are designed to pre-
vent, and reduce the rate of, the participa-
tion of juveniles in gangs that commit
crimes (particularly violent crimes), that
unlawfully use firearms and other weapons,
or that unlawfully traffic in drugs and that
involve, to the extent practicable, families
and other community members (including
law enforcement personnel and members of
the business community) in the activities
conducted under such projects;

‘‘(11) comprehensive juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention projects that meet
the needs of juveniles through the collabora-
tion of the many local service systems juve-
niles encounter, including schools, courts,
law enforcement agencies, child protection
agencies, mental health agencies, welfare
services, health care agencies, and private
nonprofit agencies offering services to juve-
niles;

‘‘(12) to develop, implement, and support,
in conjunction with public and private agen-
cies, organizations, and businesses, projects
for the employment of juveniles and referral
to job training programs (including referral
to Federal job training programs);

‘‘(13) delinquency prevention activities
which involve youth clubs, sports, recreation
and parks, peer counseling and teaching, the
arts, leadership development, community
service, volunteer service, before- and after-
school programs, violence prevention activi-
ties, mediation skills training, camping, en-
vironmental education, ethnic or cultural
enrichment, tutoring, and academic enrich-
ment;

‘‘(14) to establish policies and systems to
incorporate relevant child protective serv-
ices records into juvenile justice records for
purposes of establishing treatment plans for
juvenile offenders;

‘‘(15) family strengthening activities, such
as mutual support groups for parents and
their children;
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‘‘(16) programs that encourage social com-

petencies, problem-solving skills, and com-
munication skills, youth leadership, and
civic involvement;

‘‘(17) programs that focus on the needs of
young girls at-risk of delinquency or status
offenses; and

‘‘(18) other activities that are likely to pre-
vent juvenile delinquency.
‘‘SEC. 242. ALLOCATION.

‘‘Funds appropriated to carry out this part
shall be allocated among eligible States as
follows:

‘‘(1) Fifty percent of such amount shall be
allocated proportionately based on the popu-
lation that is less than 18 years of age in the
eligible States.

‘‘(2) Fifty percent of such amount shall be
allocated proportionately based on the an-
nual average number of arrests for serious
crimes committed in the eligible States by
juveniles during the then most recently com-
pleted period of 3 consecutive calendar years
for which sufficient information is available
to the Administrator.
‘‘SEC. 243. ELIGIBILITY OF STATES.

‘‘(a) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under section 241, a State shall
submit to the Administrator an application
that contains the following:

‘‘(1) An assurance that the State will use—
‘‘(A) not more than 5 percent of such grant,

in the aggregate, for—
‘‘(i) the costs incurred by the State to

carry out this part; and
‘‘(ii) to evaluate, and provide technical as-

sistance relating to, projects and activities
carried out with funds provided under this
part; and

‘‘(B) the remainder of such grant to make
grants under section 244.

‘‘(2) An assurance that, and a detailed de-
scription of how, such grant will support,
and not supplant State and local efforts to
prevent juvenile delinquency.

‘‘(3) An assurance that such application
was prepared after consultation with and
participation by community-based organiza-
tions, and organizations in the local juvenile
justice system, that carry out programs,
projects, or activities to prevent juvenile de-
linquency.

‘‘(4) An assurance that each eligible entity
described in section 244(a) that receives an
initial grant under section 244 to carry out a
project or activity shall also receive an as-
surance from the State that such entity will
receive from the State, for the subsequent
fiscal year to carry out such project or activ-
ity, a grant under such section in an amount
that is proportional, based on such initial
grant and on the amount of the grant re-
ceived under section 241 by the State for
such subsequent fiscal year, but that does
not exceed the amount specified for such
subsequent fiscal year in such application as
approved by the State.

‘‘(5) Such other information and assur-
ances as the Administrator may reasonably
require by rule.

‘‘(b) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—
‘‘(1) APPROVAL REQUIRED.—Subject to para-

graph (2), the Administrator shall approve an
application, and amendments to such appli-
cation submitted in subsequent fiscal years,
that satisfy the requirements of subsection
(a).

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—The Administrator may
not approve such application (including
amendments to such application) for a fiscal
year unless—

‘‘(A)(i) the State submitted a plan under
section 223 for such fiscal year; and

‘‘(ii) such plan is approved by the Adminis-
trator for such fiscal year; or

‘‘(B) the Administrator waives the applica-
tion of subparagraph (A) to such State for

such fiscal year, after finding good cause for
such a waiver.
‘‘SEC. 244. GRANTS FOR LOCAL PROJECTS.

‘‘(a) SELECTION FROM AMONG APPLICA-
TIONS.—(1) Using a grant received under sec-
tion 241, a State may make grants to eligible
entities whose applications are received by
the State in accordance with subsection (b)
to carry out projects and activities described
in section 241.

‘‘(2) For purposes of making such grants,
the State shall give special consideration to
eligible entities that—

‘‘(A) propose to carry out such projects in
geographical areas in which there is—

‘‘(i) a disproportionately high level of seri-
ous crime committed by juveniles; or

‘‘(ii) a recent rapid increase in the number
of nonstatus offenses committed by juve-
niles;

‘‘(B)(i) agreed to carry out such projects or
activities that are multidisciplinary and in-
volve 2 or more eligible entities; or

‘‘(ii) represent communities that have a
comprehensive plan designed to identify at-
risk juveniles and to prevent or reduce the
rate of juvenile delinquency, and that in-
volve other entities operated by individuals
who have a demonstrated history of involve-
ment in activities designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency; and

‘‘(C) the amount of resources (in cash or in
kind) such entities will provide to carry out
such projects and activities.

‘‘(b) RECEIPT OF APPLICATIONS.—(1) Subject
to paragraph (2), a unit of general local gov-
ernment shall submit to the State simulta-
neously all applications that are—

‘‘(A) timely received by such unit from eli-
gible entities; and

‘‘(B) determined by such unit to be consist-
ent with a current plan formulated by such
unit for the purpose of preventing, and re-
ducing the rate of, juvenile delinquency in
the geographical area under the jurisdiction
of such unit.

‘‘(2) If an application submitted to such
unit by an eligible entity satisfies the re-
quirements specified in subparagraphs (A)
and (B) of paragraph (1), such entity may
submit such application directly to the
State.
‘‘SEC. 245. ELIGIBILITY OF ENTITIES.

‘‘(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Subject to subsections
(b) and except as provided in subsection (c),
to be eligible to receive a grant under sec-
tion 244, a community-based organization,
local juvenile justice system officials (in-
cluding prosecutors, police officers, judges,
probation officers, parole officers, and public
defenders), local education authority (as de-
fined in section 14101 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 and includ-
ing a school within such authority), non-
profit private organization, unit of general
local government, or social service provider,
and or other entity with a demonstrated his-
tory of involvement in the prevention of ju-
venile delinquency, shall submit to a unit of
general local government an application
that contains the following:

‘‘(1) An assurance that such applicant will
use such grant, and each such grant received
for the subsequent fiscal year, to carry out
throughout a 2-year period a project or ac-
tivity described in reasonable detail, and of a
kind described in one or more of paragraphs
(1) through (14) of section 241 as specified in,
such application.

‘‘(2) A statement of the particular goals
such project or activity is designed to
achieve, and the methods such entity will
use to achieve, and assess the achievement
of, each of such goals.

‘‘(3) A statement identifying the research
(if any) such entity relied on in preparing
such application.

‘‘(b) REVIEW AND SUBMISSION OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—Except as provided in subsection (c),
an entity shall not be eligible to receive a
grant under section 244 unless—

‘‘(1) such entity submits to a unit of gen-
eral local government an application that—

‘‘(A) satisfies the requirements specified in
subsection (a); and

‘‘(B) describes a project or activity to be
carried out in the geographical area under
the jurisdiction of such unit; and

‘‘(2) such unit determines that such project
or activity is consistent with a current plan
formulated by such unit for the purpose of
preventing, and reducing the rate of, juvenile
delinquency in the geographical area under
the jurisdiction of such unit.

‘‘(c) LIMITATION.—If an entity that receives
a grant under section 244 to carry out a
project or activity for a 2-year period, and
receives technical assistance from the State
or the Administrator after requesting such
technical assistance (if any), fails to dem-
onstrate, before the expiration of such 2-year
period, that such project or such activity has
achieved substantial success in achieving the
goals specified in the application submitted
by such entity to receive such grants, then
such entity shall not be eligible to receive
any subsequent grant under such section to
continue to carry out such project or activ-
ity.’’.
SEC. 111. RESEARCH; EVALUATION; TECHNICAL

ASSISTANCE; TRAINING.
Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611
et seq.) is amended by inserting after part C,
as added by section 110, the following:

‘‘PART D—RESEARCH; EVALUATION;
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE; TRAINING

‘‘SEC. 251. RESEARCH AND EVALUATION; STATIS-
TICAL ANALYSES; INFORMATION
DISSEMINATION

‘‘(a) RESEARCH AND EVALUATION.—(1) The
Administrator may—

‘‘(A) plan and identify, after consultation
with the Director of the National Institute
of Justice, the purposes and goals of all
agreements carried out with funds provided
under this subsection; and

‘‘(B) make agreements with the National
Institute of Justice or, subject to the ap-
proval of the Assistant Attorney General for
the Office of Justice Programs, with another
Federal agency authorized by law to conduct
research or evaluation in juvenile justice
matters, for the purpose of providing re-
search and evaluation relating to—

‘‘(i) the prevention, reduction, and control
of juvenile delinquency and serious crime
committed by juveniles;

‘‘(ii) the link between juvenile delinquency
and the incarceration of members of the
families of juveniles;

‘‘(iii) successful efforts to prevent first-
time minor offenders from committing sub-
sequent involvement in serious crime;

‘‘(iv) successful efforts to prevent recidi-
vism;

‘‘(v) the juvenile justice system;
‘‘(vi) juvenile violence; and
‘‘(vii) other purposes consistent with the

purposes of this title and title I.
‘‘(2) The Administrator shall ensure that

an equitable amount of funds available to
carry out paragraph (1)(B) is used for re-
search and evaluation relating to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency.

‘‘(b) STATISTICAL ANALYSES.—The Adminis-
trator may—

‘‘(1) plan and identify, after consultation
with the Director of the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, the purposes and goals of all
agreements carried out with funds provided
under this subsection; and

‘‘(2) make agreements with the Bureau of
Justice Statistics, or subject to the approval
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of the Assistant Attorney General for the Of-
fice of Justice Programs, with another Fed-
eral agency authorized by law to undertake
statistical work in juvenile justice matters,
for the purpose of providing for the collec-
tion, analysis, and dissemination of statis-
tical data and information relating to juve-
nile delinquency and serious crimes commit-
ted by juveniles, to the juvenile justice sys-
tem, to juvenile violence, and to other pur-
poses consist with the purposes of this title
and title I.

‘‘(c) COMPETITIVE SELECTION PROCESS.—The
Administrator shall use a competitive proc-
ess, established by rule by the Adminis-
trator, to carry out subsections (a) and (b).

‘‘(d) IMPLEMENTATION OF AGREEMENTS.—A
Federal agency that makes an agreement
under subsections (a)(1)(B) and (b)(2) with
the Administrator may carry out such agree-
ment directly or by making grants to or con-
tracts with public and private agencies, in-
stitutions, and organizations.

‘‘(e) INFORMATION DISSEMINATION.—The Ad-
ministrator may—

‘‘(1) review reports and data relating to the
juvenile justice system in the United States
and in foreign nations (as appropriate), col-
lect data and information from studies and
research into all aspects of juvenile delin-
quency (including the causes, prevention,
and treatment of juvenile delinquency) and
serious crimes committed by juveniles;

‘‘(2) establish and operate, directly or by
contract, a clearinghouse and information
center for the preparation, publication, and
dissemination of information relating to ju-
venile delinquency, including State and local
prevention and treatment programs, plans,
resources, and training and technical assist-
ance programs; and

‘‘(3) make grants and contracts with public
and private agencies, institutions, and orga-
nizations, for the purpose of disseminating
information to representatives and personnel
of public and private agencies, including
practitioners in juvenile justice, law enforce-
ment, the courts, corrections, schools, and
related services, in the establishment, imple-
mentation, and operation of projects and ac-
tivities for which financial assistance is pro-
vided under this title.
‘‘SEC. 252. TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE.
‘‘(a) TRAINING.—The Administrator may—
‘‘(1) develop and carry out projects for the

purpose of training representatives and per-
sonnel of public and private agencies, includ-
ing practitioners in juvenile justice, law en-
forcement, courts, corrections, schools, and
related services, to carry out the purposes
specified in section 102; and

‘‘(2) make grants to and contracts with
public and private agencies, institutions, and
organizations for the purpose of training rep-
resentatives and personnel of public and pri-
vate agencies, including practitioners in ju-
venile justice, law enforcement, courts, cor-
rections, schools, and related services, to
carry out the purposes specified in section
102.

‘‘(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Adminis-
trator may—

‘‘(1) develop and implement projects for
the purpose of providing technical assistance
to representatives and personnel of public
and private agencies and organizations, in-
cluding practitioners in juvenile justice, law
enforcement, courts, corrections, schools,
and related services, in the establishment,
implementation, and operation of programs,
projects, and activities for which financial
assistance is provided under this title; and

‘‘(2) make grants to and contracts with
public and private agencies, institutions, and
organizations, for the purpose of providing
technical assistance to representatives and
personnel of public and private agencies, in-

cluding practitioners in juvenile justice, law
enforcement, courts, corrections, schools,
and related services, in the establishment,
implementation, and operation of programs,
projects, and activities for which financial
assistance is provided under this title.’’.
SEC. 112. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611
et seq.) is amended by inserting after part D,
as added by section 111, the following:
‘‘PART E—DEVELOPING, TESTING, AND

DEMONSTRATING PROMISING NEW INI-
TIATIVES AND PROGRAMS

‘‘SEC. 261. GRANTS AND PROJECTS.
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.—The

Administrator may make grants to and con-
tracts with States, units of general local
government, Indian tribal governments, pub-
lic and private agencies, organizations, and
individuals, or combinations thereof, to
carry out projects for the development, test-
ing, and demonstration of promising initia-
tives and programs for the prevention, con-
trol, or reduction of juvenile delinquency.
The Administrator shall ensure that, to the
extent reasonable and practicable, such
grants are made to achieve an equitable geo-
graphical distribution of such projects
throughout the United States.

‘‘(b) USE OF GRANTS.—A grant made under
subsection (a) may be used to pay all or part
of the cost of the project for which such
grant is made.
‘‘SEC. 262. GRANTS FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.

‘‘The Administrator may make grants to
and contracts with public and private agen-
cies, organizations, and individuals to pro-
vide technical assistance to States, units of
general local government, Indian tribal gov-
ernments, local private entities or agencies,
or any combination thereof, to carry out the
projects for which grants are made under
section 261.
‘‘SEC. 263. ELIGIBILITY.

‘‘To be eligible to receive a grant made
under this part, a public or private agency,
Indian tribal government, organization, in-
stitution, individual, or combination thereof
shall submit an application to the Adminis-
trator at such time, in such form, and con-
taining such information as the Adminis-
trator may reasonable require by rule.
‘‘SEC. 264. REPORTS.

‘‘Recipients of grants made under this part
shall submit to the Administrator such re-
ports as may be reasonably requested by the
Administrator to describe progress achieved
in carrying the projects for which such
grants are made.’’.
SEC. 113. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 299 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5671) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (e), and
(2) by striking subsections (a), (b), and (c),

and inserting the following:
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR TITLE II (EXCLUDING PARTS C AND E).—
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this title such sums as may be
appropriate for fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000,
and 2001.

‘‘(2) Of such sums as are appropriated for a
fiscal year to carry out this title (other than
parts C and E)—

‘‘(A) not more than 5 percent shall be
available to carry out part A;

‘‘(B) not less than 80 percent shall be avail-
able to carry out part B; and

‘‘(C) not more than 15 percent shall be
available to carry out part D.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR PART C.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part C such sums as
may be necessary for fiscal years 1998, 1999,
2000, and 2001.

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR PART E.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part E, and author-
ized to remain available until expended, such
sums as may be necessary for fiscal years
1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001.’’.
SEC. 114. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY.

Section 299A of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5672) is amended—

(1) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘as are
consistent with the purpose of this Act’’ and
inserting ‘‘only to the extent necessary to
ensure that there is compliance with the spe-
cific requirements of this title or to respond
to requests for clarification and guidance re-
lating to such compliance’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(e) If a State requires by law compliance

with the requirements described in para-
graphs (11), (12), and (13) of section 223(a),
then for the period such law is in effect in
such State such State shall be rebuttably
presumed to satisfy such requirements.’’.
SEC. 115. USE OF FUNDS.

Section 299C of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5674) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘may be used for’’,
(B) in paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘may be

used for’’ after ‘‘(1)’’, and
(C) by amending paragraph (2) to read as

follows:
‘‘(2) may not be used for the cost of con-

struction of any facility, except not more
than 15 percent of the funds received under
this title by a State for a fiscal year may be
used for the purpose of renovating or replac-
ing juvenile facilities.’’,

(2) by striking subsection (b), and
(3) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-

section (b).
SEC. 116. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 110, is amended adding at the end the
following:
‘‘SEC. 299F. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.

‘‘None of the funds made available to carry
out this title may be used to advocate for, or
support, the unsecured release of juveniles
who are charged with a violent crime.’’.
SEC. 117. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 110 and amended by section 116, is
amended adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 299G. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.

‘‘Nothing in this title or title I shall be
construed—

‘‘(1) to prevent financial assistance from
being awarded through grants under this
title to any otherwise eligible organization;
or

‘‘(2) to modify or affect any Federal or
State law relating to collective bargaining
rights of employees.’’.
SEC. 118. LEASING SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP-

ERTY.
Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 110 and amended by section 117, is
amended adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 299H. LEASING SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP-

ERTY.
‘‘The Administrator may receive surplus

Federal property (including facilities) and
may lease such property to States and units
of general local government for use in or as
facilities for juvenile offenders, or for use in
or as facilities for delinquency prevention
and treatment activities.’’.
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SEC. 119. ISSUANCE OF RULES.

Part F of title II or the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 110 and amended by section 118, is
amended adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 299I. ISSUANCE OF RULES.

‘‘The Administrator shall issue rules to
carry out this title, including rules that es-
tablish procedures and methods for making
grants and contracts, and distributing funds
available, to carry out this title.’’.
SEC. 120. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.
(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 202(b) by striking ‘‘prescribed
for GS–18 of the General Schedule by section
5332’’ and inserting ‘‘payable under section
5376’’,

(2) in section 221(b)(2) by striking the last
sentence,

(3) in section 299D by striking subsection
(d), and

(4) by striking titles IV and V, as origi-
nally enacted by Public Law 93–415 (88 Stat.
1132–1143).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section
5315 of title 5 of the United States Code is
amended by striking ‘‘Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control
and Delinquency Prevention’’.

(2) Section 4351(b) of title 18 of the United
States Code is amended by striking ‘‘Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘Office of Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention’’.

(3) Subsections (a)(1) and (c) of section 3220
of title 39 of the United States Code is
amended by striking ‘‘Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention’’ each place
it appears and inserting ‘‘Office of Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention’’.

(4) Section 463(f) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 663(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’’ and inserting ‘‘Office of Juve-
nile Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’.

(5) Sections 801(a), 804, 805, and 813 of title
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3712(a), 3782,
3785, 3786, 3789i) are amended by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control and
Delinquency Prevention’’.

(6) The Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990
(42 U.S.C. 13001 et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 214(b(1) by striking ‘‘262, 293,
and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ and inserting
‘‘299B and 299E’’,

(B) in section 214A(c)(1) by striking ‘‘262,
293, and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ and in-
serting ‘‘299B and 299E’’,

(C) in sections 217 and 222 by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control and
Delinquency Prevention’’, and

(D) in section 223(c) by striking ‘‘section
262, 293, and 296’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 262,
299B, and 299E’’.

(7) The Missing Children’s Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 5771 et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 403(2) by striking ‘‘Justice
and Delinquency Prevention’’ and inserting
‘‘Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’, and

(B) in subsections (a)(5)(E) and (b)(1)(B) of
section 404 by striking ‘‘section 313’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 331’’.

(8) The Crime Control Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
13001 et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 217(c)(1) by striking ‘‘sec-
tions 262, 293, and 296 of subpart II of title II’’
and inserting ‘‘sections 299B and 299E’’, and

(B) in section 223(c) by striking ‘‘section
262, 293, and 296 of title II’’ and inserting
‘‘sections 299B and 299E’’.
SEC. 121. REFERENCES.

In any Federal law (excluding this Act and
the Acts amended by this Act), Executive
order, rule, regulation, order, delegation of
authority, grant, contract, suit, or docu-
ment—

(1) a reference to the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall be
deemed to include a reference to the Office of
Juvenile Crime Control and Delinquency
Prevention, and

(2) a reference to the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion shall be deemed to include a reference
to Office of Juvenile Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE
RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH ACT

SEC. 201. FINDINGS.
Section 302 of the Runaway and Homeless

Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘‘accurate

reporting of the problem nationally’’ and in-
serting ‘‘an accurate national reporting sys-
tem to report the problem,’’, and

(2) by amending paragraph (8) to read as
follows:

‘‘(8) services for runaway and homeless
youth are needed in urban, suburban and
rural areas;’’.
SEC. 202. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR

CENTERS AND SERVICES.
Section 311 of the Runaway and Homeless

Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5711) is amended—
(1) by amending subsection (a) to read as

follows:
‘‘(a)(1) The Secretary shall make grants to

public and nonprofit private entities (and
combinations of such entities) to establish
and operate (including renovation) local cen-
ters to provide services for runaway and
homeless youth and for the families of such
youth.

‘‘(2) Such services—
‘‘(A) shall be provided as an alternative to

involving runaway and homeless youth in
the law enforcement, child welfare, mental
health, and juvenile justice systems;

‘‘(B) shall include—
‘‘(i) safe and appropriate shelter; and
‘‘(ii) individual, family, and group counsel-

ing, as appropriate; and
‘‘(C) may include—
‘‘(i) street-based services;
‘‘(ii) home-based services for families with

youth at risk of separation from the family;
and

‘‘(iii) drug abuse education and prevention
services.’’,

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘the Trust

Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’, and
(B) by striking paragraph (4), and
(3) by striking subsections (c) and (d).

SEC. 203. ELIGIBILITY.
Section 312 of the Runaway and Homeless

Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5712) is amended—
(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (8) by striking ‘‘paragraph

(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (7)’’,
(B) in paragraph (10) by striking ‘‘and’’ at

the end,
(C) in paragraph (11) by striking the period

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and
(D) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(12) shall submit to the Secretary an an-

nual report that includes—
‘‘(A) information regarding the activities

carried out under this part;
‘‘(B) the achievements of the project under

this part carried out by the applicant; and
‘‘(C) statistical summaries describing—
‘‘(i) the number and the characteristics of

the runaway and homeless youth, and youth

at risk of family separation, who participate
in the project; and

‘‘(ii) the services provided to such youth by
the project;

in the year for which the report is submit-
ted.’’, and

(2) by striking subsections (c) and (d) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(c) To be eligible to use assistance under
section 311(a)(2)(C)(i) to provide street-based
services, the applicant shall include in the
plan required by subsection (b) assurances
that in providing such services the applicant
will—

‘‘(1) provide qualified supervision of staff,
including on-street supervision by appro-
priately trained staff;

‘‘(2) provide backup personnel for on-street
staff;

‘‘(3) provide initial and periodic training of
staff who provide such services; and

‘‘(4) conduct outreach activities for run-
away and homeless youth, and street youth.

‘‘(d) To be eligible to use assistance under
section 311(a) to provide home-based services
described in section 311(a)(2)(C)(ii), an appli-
cant shall include in the plan required by
subsection (b) assurances that in providing
such services the applicant will—

‘‘(1) provide counseling and information to
youth and the families (including unrelated
individuals in the family households) of such
youth, including services relating to basic
life skills, interpersonal skill building, edu-
cational advancement, job attainment skills,
mental and physical health care, parenting
skills, financial planning, and referral to
sources of other needed services;

‘‘(2) provide directly, or through an ar-
rangement made by the applicant, 24-hour
service to respond to family crises (including
immediate access to temporary shelter for
runaway and homeless youth, and youth at
risk of separation from the family);

‘‘(3) establish, in partnership with the fam-
ilies of runaway and homeless youth, and
youth at risk of separation from the family,
objectives and measures of success to be
achieved as a result of receiving home-based
services;

‘‘(4) provide initial and periodic training of
staff who provide home-based services; and

‘‘(5) ensure that—
‘‘(A) caseloads will remain sufficiently low

to allow for intensive (5 to 20 hours per
week) involvement with each family receiv-
ing such services; and

‘‘(B) staff providing such services will re-
ceive qualified supervision.

‘‘(e) To be eligible to use assistance under
section 311(a)(2)(C)(iii) to provide drug abuse
education and prevention services, an appli-
cant shall include in the plan required by
subsection (b)—

‘‘(1) a description of—
‘‘(A) the types of such services that the ap-

plicant proposes to provide;
‘‘(B) the objectives of such services; and
‘‘(C) the types of information and training

to be provided to individuals providing such
services to runaway and homeless youth; and

‘‘(2) an assurance that in providing such
services the applicant shall conduct outreach
activities for runaway and homeless youth.’’.
SEC. 204. APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.

Section 313 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5713) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS

‘‘SEC. 313. (a) An application by a public or
private entity for a grant under section
311(a) may be approved by the Secretary
after taking into consideration, with respect
to the State in which such entity proposes to
provide services under this part—

‘‘(1) the geographical distribution in such
State of the proposed services under this
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part for which all grant applicants request
approval; and

‘‘(2) which areas of such State have the
greatest need for such services.

‘‘(b) The Secretary shall, in considering ap-
plications for grants under section 311(a),
give priority to—

‘‘(1) eligible applicants who have dem-
onstrated experience in providing services to
runaway and homeless youth; and

‘‘(2) eligible applicants that request grants
of less than $200,000.’’.
SEC. 205. AUTHORITY FOR TRANSITIONAL LIVING

GRANT PROGRAM.
Section 321 of the Runaway and Homeless

Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–1) is amended—
(1) in the heading by striking ‘‘PURPOSE

AND’’,
(2) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘(a)’’, and
(3) by striking subsection (b).

SEC. 206. ELIGIBILITY.
Section 322(a)(9) of the Runaway and

Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–2(a)(9)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘, and the services pro-
vided to such youth by such project,’’ after
‘‘such project’’.
SEC. 207. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR RE-

SEARCH, EVALUATION, DEMONSTRA-
TION, AND SERVICE PROJECTS.

Section 343 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–23) is amended—

(1) in the heading of such section by insert-
ing ‘‘EVALUATION,’’ after ‘‘RESEARCH,’’,

(2) in subsection (a) by inserting ‘‘evalua-
tion,’’ after ‘‘research,’’, and

(3) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking paragraph (2), and
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3)

through (10) as paragraphs (2) through (9), re-
spectively.
SEC. 208. TEMPORARY DEMONSTRATION

PROJECTS TO PROVIDE SERVICES
TO YOUTH IN RURAL AREAS.

Section 344 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–24) is repealed.
SEC. 209. SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAM.

Section 40155 of the Violent Crime Control
and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (Public
Law 103–322; 108 Stat. 1922) is amended to
read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 40155. EDUCATION AND PREVENTION

GRANTS TO REDUCE SEXUAL ABUSE
OF RUNAWAY, HOMELESS, AND
STREET YOUTH.

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM.—The Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701
et seq.) is amended—

‘‘(1) by striking the heading for part F,
‘‘(2) by redesignating part E as part F, and
‘‘(3) by inserting after part D the following:
‘‘ ‘PART E—SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION

PROGRAM
‘‘ ‘SEC. 351. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.

‘‘ ‘(a) The Secretary may make grants to
nonprofit private agencies for the purpose of
providing street-based services to runaway
and homeless, and street youth, who have
been subjected to, or are at risk of being sub-
jected to, sexual abuse.

‘‘ ‘(b) In selecting applicants to receive
grants under subsection (a), the Secretary
shall give priority to non-profit private
agencies that have experience in providing
services to runaway and homeless, and street
youth.’.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 389(a) of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751), as amended by
section 213 of the Juvenile Crime Control and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1997, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘ ‘(4) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part E such sums as may
be necessary for fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000,
and 2001.’ ’’.
SEC. 210. ASSISTANCE TO POTENTIAL GRANTEES.

Section 371 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714a) is amended by
striking the last sentence.

SEC. 211. REPORTS.
Section 381 of the Runaway and Homeless

Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5715) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘REPORTS

‘‘SEC. 381. (a) Not later than April 1, 1999,
and at 2-year intervals thereafter, the Sec-
retary shall submit, to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on the
Judiciary of the Senate, a report on the sta-
tus, activities, and accomplishments of enti-
ties that receive grants under parts A, B, C,
D, and E, with particular attention to—

‘‘(1) in the case of centers funded under
part A, the ability or effectiveness of such
centers in—

‘‘(A) alleviating the problems of runaway
and homeless youth;

‘‘(B) if applicable or appropriate, reuniting
such youth with their families and encourag-
ing the resolution of intrafamily problems
through counseling and other services;

‘‘(C) strengthening family relationships
and encouraging stable living conditions for
such youth; and

‘‘(D) assisting such youth to decide upon a
future course of action; and

‘‘(2) in the case of projects funded under
part B—

‘‘(A) the number and characteristics of
homeless youth served by such projects;

‘‘(B) the types of activities carried out by
such projects;

‘‘(C) the effectiveness of such projects in
alleviating the problems of homeless youth;

‘‘(D) the effectiveness of such projects in
preparing homeless youth for self-suffi-
ciency;

‘‘(E) the effectiveness of such projects in
assisting homeless youth to decide upon fu-
ture education, employment, and independ-
ent living;

‘‘(F) the ability of such projects to encour-
age the resolution of intrafamily problems
through counseling and development of self-
sufficient living skills; and

‘‘(G) activities and programs planned by
such projects for the following fiscal year.

‘‘(b) The Secretary shall include in the re-
port required by subsection (a) summaries
of—

‘‘(1) the evaluations performed by the Sec-
retary under section 386; and

‘‘(2) descriptions of the qualifications of,
and training provided to, individuals in-
volved in carrying out such evaluations.’’.
SEC. 212. EVALUATION.

Section 384 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5732) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘EVALUATION AND INFORMATION

‘‘SEC. 384. (a) If a grantee receives grants
for 3 consecutive fiscal years under part A,
B, C, D, or E (in the alternative), then the
Secretary shall evaluate such grantee on-
site, not less frequently than once in the pe-
riod of such 3 consecutive fiscal years, for
purposes of—

‘‘(1) determining whether such grants are
being used for the purposes for which such
grants are made by the Secretary;

‘‘(2) collecting additional information for
the report required by section 383; and

‘‘(3) providing such information and assist-
ance to such grantee as will enable such
grantee to improve the operation of the cen-
ters, projects, and activities for which such
grants are made.

‘‘(b) Recipients of grants under this title
shall cooperate with the Secretary’s efforts
to carry out evaluations, and to collect in-
formation, under this title.’’.
SEC. 213. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 385 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

‘‘SEC. 389. (a)(1) There are authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this title (other
than part E) such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001.

‘‘(2)(A) From the amount appropriated
under paragraph (1) for a fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall reserve not less than 90 percent
to carry out parts A and B.

‘‘(B) Of the amount reserved under sub-
paragraph (A), not less than 20 percent, and
not more than 30 percent, shall be reserved
to carry out part B.

‘‘(3) After reserving the amounts required
by paragraph (2), the Secretary shall reserve
the remaining amount (if any) to carry out
parts C and D.

‘‘(b) No funds appropriated to carry out
this title may be combined with funds appro-
priated under any other Act if the purpose of
combining such funds is to make a single dis-
cretionary grant, or a single discretionary
payment, unless such funds are separately
identified in all grants and contracts and are
used for the purposes specified in this title.’’.
SEC. 214. CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICA-

TIONS.
The Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42

U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 384 the following:

‘‘CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS

‘‘SEC. 385. With respect to funds available
to carry out parts A, B, C, D, and E, nothing
in this title shall be construed to prohibit
the Secretary from—

‘‘(1) announcing, in a single announcement,
the availability of funds for grants under 2 or
more of such parts; and

‘‘(2) reviewing applications for grants
under 2 or more of such parts in a single,
consolidated application review process.’’.
SEC. 215. DEFINITIONS.

The Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42
U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 385, as added by section 214, the
following:

‘‘DEFINITIONS

‘‘SEC. 386. For the purposes of this title:
‘‘(1) The term ‘drug abuse education and

prevention services’—
‘‘(A) means services to runaway and home-

less youth to prevent or reduce the illicit use
of drugs by such youth; and

‘‘(B) may include—
‘‘(i) individual, family, group, and peer

counseling;
‘‘(ii) drop-in services;
‘‘(iii) assistance to runaway and homeless

youth in rural areas (including the develop-
ment of community support groups);

‘‘(iv) information and training relating to
the illicit use of drugs by runaway and
homeless youth, to individuals involved in
providing services to such youth; and

‘‘(v) activities to improve the availability
of local drug abuse prevention services to
runaway and homeless youth.

‘‘(2) The term ‘home-based services’—
‘‘(A) means services provided to youth and

their families for the purpose of—
‘‘(i) preventing such youth from running

away, or otherwise becoming separated, from
their families; and

‘‘(ii) assisting runaway youth to return to
their families; and

‘‘(B) includes services that are provided in
the residences of families (to the extent
practicable), including—

‘‘(i) intensive individual and family coun-
seling; and

‘‘(ii) training relating to life skills and
parenting.

‘‘(3) The term ‘homeless youth’ means an
individual—

‘‘(A) who is—
‘‘(i) not more than 21 years of age; and
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‘‘(ii) for the purposes of part B, not less

than 16 years of age;
‘‘(B) for whom it is not possible to live in

a safe environment with a relative; and
‘‘(C) who has no other safe alternative liv-

ing arrangement.
‘‘(4) The term ‘street-based services’—
‘‘(A) means services provided to runaway

and homeless youth, and street youth, in
areas where they congregate, designed to as-
sist such youth in making healthy personal
choices regarding where they live and how
they behave; and

‘‘(B) may include—
‘‘(i) identification of and outreach to run-

away and homeless youth, and street youth;
‘‘(ii) crisis intervention and counseling;
‘‘(iii) information and referral for housing;
‘‘(iv) information and referral for transi-

tional living and health care services;
‘‘(v) advocacy, education, and prevention

services related to—
‘‘(I) alcohol and drug abuse;
‘‘(II) sexually transmitted diseases, includ-

ing human immunodeficiency virus (HIV);
and

‘‘(III) physical and sexual assault.
‘‘(5) The term ‘street youth’ means an indi-

vidual who—
‘‘(A) is—
‘‘(i) a runaway youth; or
‘‘(ii) indefinitely or intermittently a home-

less youth; and
‘‘(B) spends a significant amount of time

on the street or in other areas which in-
crease the exposure of such youth to sexual
abuse.

‘‘(6) The term ‘transitional living youth
project’ means a project that provides shel-
ter and services designed to promote a tran-
sition to self-sufficient living and to prevent
long-term dependency on social services.

‘‘(7) The term ‘youth at risk of separation
from the family’ means an individual—

‘‘(A) who is less than 18 years of age; and
‘‘(B)(i) who has a history of running away

from the family of such individual;
‘‘(ii) whose parent, guardian, or custodian

is not willing to provide for the basic needs
of such individual; or

‘‘(iii) who is at risk of entering the child
welfare system or juvenile justice system as
a result of the lack of services available to
the family to meet such needs.’’.
SEC. 216. REDESIGNATION OF SECTIONS.

Sections 371, 372, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385, and
386 of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
(42 U.S.C. 5714b–5851 et seq.), as amended by
this title, are redesignated as sections 381,
382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387, and 388, respec-
tively.
SEC. 217. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.

Section 331 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended
in the 1st sentence by striking ‘‘With’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘the Secretary’’,
and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’.
TITLE III—REPEAL OF TITLE V RELATING

TO INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR LOCAL DE-
LINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS

SEC. 301. REPEALER.
Title V of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5681
et seq.), as added by Public Law 102–586, is
repealed.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 401. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF

AMENDMENTS.
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in

subsection (b), this Act and the amendments
made by this Act shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by this Act shall apply
only with respect to fiscal years beginning
after September 30, 1997.

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS
SEC. 501. NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTER AND

CLEARINGHOUSE FOR MISSING
CHILDREN.

(a) ALTERNATIVE AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS.—There is authorized to be appro-
priated to The National Center for Missing
and Exploited Children, a nonprofit corpora-
tion organized under the laws of the District
of Columbia, $5,000,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001 to operate a
national resource center and clearinghouse
designed—

(1) to provide to State and local govern-
ments, public and private nonprofit agencies,
and individuals information regarding—

(A) free or low-cost legal, restaurant, lodg-
ing, and transportation services that are
available for the benefit of missing children
and their families, and

(B) the existence and nature of programs
being carried out by Federal agencies to as-
sist missing children and their families,

(2) to coordinate public and private pro-
grams which locate, recover, or reunite miss-
ing children with their legal custodians,

(3) to disseminate nationally information
about innovative and model missing chil-
dren’s programs, services, and legislation,
and

(4) to provide technical assistance and
training to law enforcement agencies, State
and local governments, elements of the
criminal justice system, public and private
nonprofit agencies, and individuals in the
prevention, investigation, prosecution, and
treatment of missing and exploited child
cases and in locating and recovering missing
children.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
404(b) of the Missing Children’s Assistance
Act (42 U.S.C. 5773(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘, shall’’,
(2) in paragraph (1)—
(A) in subparagraph (A) by inserting

‘‘shall’’ after ‘‘(A)’’, and
(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘co-

ordinating’’ and inserting ‘‘shall coordi-
nate’’,

(3) in paragraph (2) by inserting ‘‘for any
fiscal year for which no funds are appro-
priated under section 2 of the Missing and
Exploited Children Act of 1997, shall’’ after
‘‘(2)’’,

(4) in paragraph (3) by inserting ‘‘shall’’
after ‘‘(3)’’, and

(5) in paragraph (4) by inserting ‘‘shall’’
after ‘‘(4)’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. RIGGS] and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MARTINEZ]
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. RIGGS].

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, combating juvenile
crime is one of our most important do-
mestic priorities, and it is an issue
that has received a great deal of atten-
tion in recent months, both in this
body and across the land.

Earlier this spring, the House of Rep-
resentatives overwhelmingly passed
H.R. 3, sponsored by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM], my good
friend. This was the Committee on the
Judiciary bill that focused on the pun-
ishment of juvenile offenders through
graduated sanctions and greater ac-
countability for those offenders and
their parents or guardians. At that
time when we were debating the

McCollum bill, many Members ex-
pressed a need to balance punishment
with prevention. The bill before us
today on the floor does just that.

Mr. Speaker, I want Members to
know at the outset that Republicans
want to control juvenile crime using a
balanced approach which focuses on
prevention and accountability and
helping young people turn their lives
around. As we have said all along, we
have to balance harshness with hope
through an approach that is tough on
punishment but smart on prevention.

H.R. 1818 will assist States and local
communities to develop strategies to
combat the juvenile crime wave
through a wide range of prevention and
intervention programs. This juvenile
crime wave has been called by some de-
mographers, some criminologists, a
time bomb waiting to go off if we fail
to deal with the problem in an ade-
quate manner.

H.R. 1818 is a bipartisan bill. It was
the result of many hours of discussions
involving the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MARTINEZ], ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Early Childhood,
Youth and Families that I chair, the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT],
who played a lead role in crafting this
legislation, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GREENWOOD] and myself.

The legislation also reflects informa-
tion gathered during subcommittee
hearings, meetings with individuals in
the juvenile justice community, and
individual visits to juvenile facilities
and prevention programs around the
country. It draws, as well, from rec-
ommendations of the Clinton adminis-
tration and bills introduced by other
Members of both parties. This is good
policy. It is a carefully constructed
balance among the range of views on
this issue.

H.R. 1818 streamlines current law, re-
duces burdensome State requirements,
and provides States and local commu-
nity-based providers with greater flexi-
bility in addressing juvenile crime. It
acknowledges that the most successful
solutions to juvenile crime are devel-
oped at the State and local level by
those who understand the unique char-
acteristics of youth and of the juvenile
crime problem in their area.

One of the most important features
of this legislation is the creation of a
new prevention block grant to States.
All of the current discretionary pro-
grams, the separate categorical pro-
grams, are consolidated into this pre-
vention block grant to the States.
States and local communities are pro-
vided broad discretion in how to use
the funds from this block grant. I
would, however, hope that States
would continue the same level of active
partnership between the State and
local governments and private non-
profit community-based organizations
that has typified the administration of
this act in the past.

For example, H.R. 1818 allows the use
of funds for intervention and preven-
tion activities such as antigang pro-
grams; mentoring, which we have
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found to be one of the most successful
means of diverting young people who
are already in the juvenile justice sys-
tem or young people at risk of coming
into contact with the system from a
life of crime; educational assistance;
and job training and employment serv-
ices. It also allows funds to be used for
the development of systems of grad-
uated sanctions and additional proba-
tion officers to monitor youth to as-
sure that they abide by the terms of
their probation.

Both of these activities are in fact
forms of prevention. They are forms of
prevention targeted at minor offenders,
targeted at diverting those minor of-
fenders from the justice system before
they graduate to adult crimes and
adult prisons. While the bill outlines a
number of successful approaches for re-
ducing and preventing juvenile crime,
it does not limit the types of preven-
tion activities carried out by local
communities.

Mr. Speaker, another very important
part of this legislation is the reauthor-
ization of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act. These effective programs
work to protect youth by keeping them
off the streets, away from criminal ac-
tivities and out of desperate cir-
cumstances. The act has been success-
ful in meeting the needs of runaway
and homeless youth and in reunifying
these youth with their families.

b 1230

I realize concerns have been raised
concerning the elimination of the Inde-
pendent Coordinating Council on Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion. The committee report accom-
panying H.R. 1818 clearly points out
that we expect the administrator of the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention to continue coordi-
nating efforts among Federal depart-
ments and agencies which work with
at-risk or delinquent youth. The report
further states that nothing in the law
would prevent the administrator from
creating an informal coordinating
council.

However, I would like to note that
another available mechanism to
achieve the creation of an official co-
ordinating council would be for the
President to establish such a council
through an Executive Order.

Mr. Speaker, many members of our
staff and the administration have con-
tributed to our success today in mov-
ing this bill forward. The very fact we
are able to move this bill forward on
the Suspension Calendar, which is nor-
mally reserved for noncontroversial
legislation, is a testament to the coop-
erative and bipartisan efforts of all
parties involved. While it is impossible
to thank everyone who has contributed
to this legislation, there are several
people who have been instrumental in
helping us arrive at a consensus. I par-
ticularly want to thank our very dedi-
cated staff members, Lynn Selmser,
who is seated next to me, Erika Otto,
Dan Dodgen, and Cheryl Johnson of the

committee’s majority and minority
staff, Denise Forte with the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] and Judy
Borger with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GREENWOOD].

I also want to acknowledge the
strong personal interest that Attorney
General Reno took in this juvenile de-
linquency prevention legislation early
on and express my appreciation to her
deputy, Shay Bilchik, who, as the Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
made a tremendous contribution to
this legislation and whose advice was
invaluable in crafting this legislation.
I also want to extend the same recogni-
tion to John Wilson, Deputy Adminis-
trator, for his valuable contribution to
the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the bill before
us today provides the missing link in
our efforts to combat juvenile crime.
Combined with H.R. 3, it provides a
balanced approach to addressing prob-
lems related to juvenile crime in our
country, and it therefore deserves our
strong support and commitment.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
and I rise in support of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, for as long as I have
been in Congress, Republicans and
Democrats have consistently differed
on the right way to combat crime, es-
pecially juvenile crime. I experienced
this difficulty as the last subcommit-
tee chairman that reauthorized this
act back in 1992. Fashioning bills relat-
ed to crime which can gain the support
of both parties was and still is ex-
tremely difficult.

The difference of opinion on how we
can effectively combat crime, whether
through prevention and early interven-
tion or hard sanctions, consistently
has divided our parties. As a Member
who strongly believed in early inter-
vention and primary intervention, I
can attest to the great debate over
these differences.

Having said this, though, I must
admit I am truly amazed we are here
today with a bipartisan bill. When the
gentleman from California [Mr. RIGGS],
the chairman, first proposed to engage
Democrats in bipartisan discussions
aimed at producing a bill we could all
support, I had reservations. However, I
believe the strong commitment of the
chairman to work with us on the issues
that were important to us on this side
of the aisle is what truly held this
process together. As a result, I strong-
ly believe that this bill shows that we
can work together and produce good
public policy.

The legislation we are considering
today arguably improves the vital pro-
visions of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act. The four
core mandates of the act are main-
tained and have been modified in such
a way to both strengthen the protec-
tions they provide and provide flexibil-
ity to deal with the real-life difficulties
of dealing with juvenile offenders.

In addition, a dramatic new step is
also taken by the creation of the com-
munity prevention block grant and the
addition of important preadjudication
based prevention language. This last
point is extremely important, since we
all know an ounce of prevention can re-
sult in a pound of cure.

Having extolled the virtues of the
bill, I would like to thank my col-
leagues, the gentleman from California
[Mr. RIGGS], the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GREENWOOD], and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT],
and others for working through the
many, many differences we had on this
bill. The hours that we as Members
spent and the many more hours which
the staff spent have obviously produced
the bipartisan and balanced product
that we have all been seeking from the
beginning and, in my opinion, was,
therefore, well worth the efforts. The
leadership of my colleagues on both
sides of this issue has been essential to
working to striking the compromise
that we have reached.

Having thanked my Republican
friends on the other side of the aisle, I
would especially want to thank and
single out the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. SCOTT] for being the true leader on
this bill and the complex issues sur-
rounding the debates over juvenile de-
linquency. Congressman Scott’s leader-
ship and his driving commitment to en-
sure that juveniles who commit delin-
quent acts are fairly treated was in-
valuable and is reflected in this legisla-
tion before us today.

In closing, I want to thank all Mem-
bers and suggest that Members should
realize the importance of this bill and
the policies which are reflected in it.
The strong primary prevention focus of
the bill will give us the tools needed by
those in the field to effectively deal
with those at risk of committing delin-
quent acts. With this in mind, I urge
all Members to vote for this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING], chairman of
the full Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

[Mr. GOODLING asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.]

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, when
we began this effort, I told the staff to
keep working until they could see
whether they could satisfy the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT], and
apparently we have done that, and so
we are here today.

Also, when we started, I indicated
that we want to deal with juvenile
crime using a balanced approach, one
of prevention and one of accountabil-
ity.

In 1995, juveniles accounted for 32
percent of robbery arrests, 23 percent
of weapons arrests, 15 percent of rape
arrests, 13 percent of aggravated as-
sault arrests and 9 percent of arrests
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for murder. Those are pretty serious
statistics. We also realized that we
could not begin to build enough jails to
try to deal with that issue, and it also
would not be very wise to do only that.

So today we have before us the Juve-
nile Crime Control and Delinquency
Prevention Act. It is an important bill
which not only supports making juve-
niles accountable for their actions but
which provides funds to States and
local communities to design prevention
programs to help youths turn their
lives around.

Again, we allow the flexibility that
we need to allow if local entities are
going to do the things that have to be
done to bring about the prevention as
well as handling of the juveniles who
we have difficulty turning around.

So in this bill we have combined
many individual programs, many that
were so small that they were totally
ineffective, many that were duplicative
and, above all, as I indicated, we give
an opportunity for the local area to de-
sign the programs that they believe
will work best for that area.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all Mem-
bers to support this legislation.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time and I rise in
strong support of the Juvenile Crime
Control and Delinquency Prevention
Act because I believe prevention pro-
grams that provide help to our trou-
bled at-risk kids are key to reducing
juvenile crime.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from California [Mr. RIGGS],
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GREENWOOD], the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. SCOTT], the gentleman from
California [Mr. MARTINEZ], and the
staff on both sides for all of the work
that they have put into this legisla-
tion.

I also support this bill because it re-
tains four core mandates in the current
law, especially the mandate that condi-
tions funding under the bill to a bar on
incarcerating juveniles in adult facili-
ties.

Overall, children in institutions are
five times more likely to be sexually
assaulted, twice as likely to be beaten
by staff, eight times more likely to
commit suicide, and 58 percent more
likely to be attacked with a weapon
than in a juvenile facility.

Originally the bill provided an excep-
tion to that mandate for rural areas
that I believe did not have enough safe-
guards; but because of the extreme
dangers juveniles face in adult facili-
ties and the bar placed on this practice
for kids in metropolitan areas, I have
worked with the subcommittee chair-
man to ensure that the rural exception
is used only after great consideration
and caution, and only under limited
circumstances.

In that respect, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to engage the subcommittee chair

in a colloquy, and ask of the chairman
whether or not I am correct that the
chairman’s mark incorporates changes
that will help us achieve those goals of
providing for the safety of these people
under the exception?

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding and I want to
thank him for his contributions to the
legislation; and, yes, he is correct in
his assumption.

I agree with the gentleman that the
rural exception should be just that, an
exception. The rule under the bill is
that a State is in compliance if it bars
juvenile incarceration in an adult facil-
ity that exceeds a maximum of 48
hours, excluding weekends and holi-
days.

For rural areas, where there is no ex-
isting acceptable alternative, a juve-
nile may be placed prior to adjudica-
tion and sentencing in an adult facility
if a number of conditions are met, and
the gentleman may want to discuss
those conditions.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, I thank
the gentleman.

Again, for a State to be in compli-
ance under the bill, a juvenile in a
rural area shall be detained in a juve-
nile facility unless the judge consults
with the juvenile and his attorney and
receives the consent of the juvenile’s
parent, decides that it is in the best in-
terest of the juvenile for that child to
be housed in a nearby adult facility.

But such a juvenile may only be in-
carcerated in an adult facility prior to
adjudication and sentencing. Addition-
ally, a parent may withdraw his or her
consent to such an incarceration at
any time.

Again, we intend for the rural excep-
tion to be invoked only in very limited
situations.

While we have not detailed in the bill
the criteria a judge should consider be-
fore invoking the exception, I will sub-
mit for the RECORD a list of criteria we
believe that the court should consider.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, we urge
the court to use the rural exception
carefully, and these criteria should
provide the court with some assistance
in rendering a decision on this issue.
The committee believes it is important
that the court consider the criteria in
determining the relationship between
the juvenile and their parents or guard-
ian, the conditions in the jail or lockup
facility, and the potential impact on
the general welfare of the juvenile
from being housed in such an adult fa-
cility.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have
worked with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER] to address his con-
cerns.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, once again reclaiming my
time, I want to thank the gentleman

for his remarks and again I want to
thank him very much for his willing-
ness to work on these concerns with
both sides of the committee, and I do
believe he has reported to the floor a
bill that all Members of this House
should support.

The criteria mentioned follows:
CRITERIA FOR RURAL EXCEPTION UNDER H.R.

1818
The court, in deciding whether to place a

juvenile in an adult jail, should consider the
following:

The potential impact on the juvenile’s gen-
eral welfare from being housed in an adult
facility;

Whether the nearest juvenile detention fa-
cility is so far away as to preclude a parent
from visiting the child;

Whether the child would have to be put
into solitary confinement in the adult jail in
order to comply with the separation require-
ments of this title;

Whether the staff in the adult jail is able
to appropriately supervise the child due to
training in the supervision of juveniles, and
due to relevant staff/inmate ratios;

Whether, in the adult jail, there are appro-
priate intake procedures for juveniles, in-
cluding medical and mental health screen-
ing;

Whether the adult jail would provide need-
ed services for the child, especially edu-
cational services, social services and mental
health services;

Whether there is a classification system in
the adult jail that allows vulnerable juve-
niles to be separated from violent offenders;
and

Whether the juvenile’s counsel will have
access to the juvenile to prepare properly for
adjudicatory or other proceedings.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 10 seconds to also recognize Alex
Nock, a staff member with the office of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MARTINEZ]. That was an oversight on
my part when we were citing the indi-
viduals, particularly at the staff level,
who have made real contributions to
this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BARRETT], a distinguished member of
the committee.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation provides
relief for small rural law enforcement
offices, while also protecting the rights
of juveniles during presentencing.

States are currently required to re-
move juveniles from adult jails, and
often juveniles arrested in rural areas
have to be transported at great dis-
tances to jails that are far away, or
perhaps far away from the families as
well, and also at great local cost to
taxpayers.

As has been indicated, particularly in
the colloquy, under H.R. 1818 juveniles
could be held in adult jails for longer
periods of time if the parents and the
court agree. An attorney for the juve-
nile can represent the concerns of the
juvenile, but the ultimate decision
rests, again, with the parents and the
court. Now, the bill would continue the
current requirement for sight and
sound separation from adults.
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Rural areas have been struggling for

a long time to meet the requirements
of existing law, often at the expense of
providing needed prevention services to
troubled youth. The bill would provide
rural areas with flexibility to provide
prevention programs and also hold a
troubled youth in a local jail during
presentencing.

Mr. Speaker, the House should pass
H.R. 1818.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. SCOTT].

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, as many of
my colleagues are aware, I have been
actively involved in this issue of juve-
nile crime, both as a member of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce and on the House Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

From the outset of this discussion, I
have said that Congress has a decision
to make in fighting youth violence,
and that is we can either play politics
or we can reduce juvenile crime. H.R.
1818, I am happy to say, reflects a bi-
partisan desire not to play politics by
codifying sound bites, instead it re-
flects a bipartisan commitment to re-
ducing crime by funding proven crime
prevention programs.

Mr. Speaker, we know that preven-
tion programs work. We know that
they often save more money than they
cost. Head Start, for example, saves
money by reducing the need for reme-
dial education, welfare; in crime, Job
Corps saves money by increasing em-
ployment and reducing crime; drug re-
habilitation programs have been shown
to save $7 to $10 for every dollar put in
the program by reducing crime in
health care expenses.
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So we know of prevention programs
that work to reduce crime and save
money. This bill encourages commu-
nities to review the available research,
to develop a crime prevention plan and
to fund these prevention programs,
programs that will help communities
in their fight against crime and pro-
grams that are cost effective. Commu-
nities across the country are already
doing this and they are seeing results.

In addition to the emphasis on pre-
vention, H.R. 1818 keeps intact several
important principles of juvenile jus-
tice. Since 1974, there have been con-
certed efforts to provide fundamental
protections for youth who come into
contact with the juvenile justice sys-
tem.

Many may not know that prior to
1974 it was common practice to lock up
youth who commit what are called sta-
tus offenses, noncriminal acts such as
running away or being truant. These
children, who had not committed
crimes and were often in need of social
services and not punishment, they were
being locked up, often in adult jails. As
a result, kids were increasingly at risk
of assault or committing suicide.

The Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act was enacted in

1974 to provide protection for children
in these circumstances. The act re-
quired States to divert status offenders
from the juvenile criminal system and
place them in community-based alter-
natives where they would receive the
appropriate interventions and appro-
priate services.

Due to the enactment of this law, the
number of children committing suicide
in detention has decreased dramati-
cally. I applaud the cosponsors of the
bill for this fundamental protection.
This decision did not come easily.

But in May of this year, the House
Subcommittee on Early Childhood,
Youth and Families heard unanimous,
passionate, and eloquent testimony on
this very issue from a bipartisan panel
of witnesses. They implored us not to
turn the clock back on these children
and to maintain the current law, that
no status offenders should be locked
up.

H.R. 1818 maintains this protection
and continues the underlying principle
that no juveniles should be locked up
with adults. These principles are the
heart and soul of the act of 1974, and
H.R. 1818 makes sure that there is no
change.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. RIGGS] for his bipartisan leader-
ship and also the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], and
my other colleagues, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MARTINEZ], the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GREENWOOD], the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER], and the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE] for their
contributions and for the contribution
of our staffs.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote for
this bill. This is a vote for prevention
and a vote to take politics out of the
debate on juvenile crime.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GREENWOOD], another
member of the committee and one of
the original bipartisan cosponsors of
the legislation, and I want to thank
him again for his role in helping to
craft the legislation.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the
juvenile judges of the juvenile courts
in this country face a wide variety of
young people. Sometimes brought be-
fore them are teenagers who already,
because of the brutality of their up-
bringing, the deprivation of their up-
bringing, are so violent and vicious and
predatory that they may in fact not be
able to be redeemed or rehabilitated;
and for the benefit and safety of soci-
ety, they indeed do need to be locked
away, sometimes for the rest of their
lives.

Other kids come before the courts
who, because of their immaturity, be-
cause of lack of proper parental guid-
ance, have done some stupid things,
got in trouble with the law, and these
kids need to be treated firmly, but they
need to be treated fairly and we need to

see that they are steered away from a
life of crime.

Some of the group of kids come be-
fore the courts because they have com-
mitted status offenses, something that
would not be a crime if they were
adults, but they are chronic truants,
they run away from home. And they do
that for a lot of reasons, and the courts
need to decide whether this is a child
who is simply incorrigible and needs
some firmness, or whether this is a kid
who is running away from abuse at
home and needs to be protected from
his or her own parents.

This act needs to thread that needle.
This act needs to balance all those con-
siderations, and we in the Congress
have to give the State juvenile court
judges the latitude they need. I think
we have done this, and I would like to
commend the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. RIGGS], the chairman of the
subcommittee, for his excellent work,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SCOTT], the gentleman from California
[Mr. MARTINEZ], the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER], and all the
others. In all of our deliberations,
never once did I feel that any of the
participants were grandstanding or
trying to politicize the issue. These are
all Members who care deeply about
children, and this product shows that
and I would commend it to my col-
leagues.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. DELAHUNT].

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to strongly support this bill because I
prosecuted violent criminals for more
than 20 years; and unlike the juvenile
crime bill we passed last May, I know
this bill will work. It will reduce vio-
lence because instead of dictating pol-
icy from Washington, it relies on bal-
anced, proven local initiatives which
have worked in the real world, and it
focuses on preventing crime, which is
the best use of tax dollars.

In Boston, this balanced approach
has already worked. Boston has not
had a single juvenile homicide for more
than 2 years. Yet the Washington-im-
posed mandates in the bill passed last
May would preclude Boston and most
other cities and towns in this Nation
from even applying for Federal help.

Our communities do not need Wash-
ington telling them how to reduce vio-
lence. What they do need is resources
to get the job done, and that is what
this bill is about. I support it, and I
want to extend my congratulations to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RIGGS], the gentleman from California
[Mr. MARTINEZ] the ranking member,
and the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SCOTT] for the fine work and the prod-
uct which they have produced.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MCCOLLUM], the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Crime and the author of H.R. 3, which
we have referred to before.
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(Mr. MCCOLLUM asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. RIGGS] for yielding to me, and I
want to commend the Committee on
Education and the Workforce and the
subcommittee for this bill today that I
rise to support, H.R. 1818.

It is an excellent bill. I believe that
H.R. 3 and H.R. 1818 provide com-
plements to each other in the juvenile
justice system. We passed the juvenile
crime bill, H.R. 3, back in May. It is de-
signed to fix the broken juvenile sys-
tem, to help the judges and repair the
systems that are broken in terms of
providing accountability and con-
sequences to juveniles who commit
misdemeanors and who commit even
more serious crimes.

Today we are passing a bill which is
carefully crafted on the prevention
side, one that reauthorizes and revital-
izes the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, and I think it
is a very excellent product.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that, unfortunately, one out of every
five violent crimes in this country are
committed by juveniles, that more
murders are committed by 18-year-olds
than any other age group the last time
that data was collected, and more
rapes by 17-year-olds. Yet we see many
young people who come in contact with
the juvenile justice system who do not
have those kinds of crimes. We have
the truants that we heard about. We
have lots who commit misdemeanor
crimes that are not getting sanctions.

This bill today would modify some of
the onerous burdens that were placed
on the States in previous law, particu-
larly that with regard to sight and
sound separation, which resulted in
some really unusual circumstances
where you could not even have a juve-
nile walk past a booking desk where an
adult prisoner might be seen; or you
could not have the same cook, cook the
food for juveniles who might cook for
an adult, even though the child was
separated completely from the adult
prisoner, in a situation like that for
presentencing periods or whatever it
might be. I commend the committee
for doing that.

I also think that the block grant pro-
gram in this bill is a good improvement
over the existing law, many kinds of
categorical grants that were confusing.
I believe that more flexibility for the
States would allow for better results.

I want to make it explicitly clear
that neither H.R. 3, the crime bill that
passed in May, nor this bill, in any way
authorizes or encourages housing juve-
niles with adults. There is a great
myth out there in some of the op-ed
pieces recently that says to the con-
trary. That is simply not true. There is
nothing in the Federal system that has
been changed with regard to current
law in this regard.

To the extent that the language that
is used in this bill is any different than

that which has been used in the past,
that is nonsense. No regular contact
between juveniles and adult criminals
during any stage of the justice process,
pretrial, presentencing, or
postsentencing, is allowed by H.R. 1818
or H.R. 3.

Furthermore, I would like to point
out that in H.R. 3 we tried to get at
putting consequences back into the
system, the most important part of it
being consequences for early juvenile
delinquent acts, such as vandalizing a
home or store or spray painting graffiti
upon a warehouse. Right now, the sys-
tem is overtaxed and overworked.
There are not enough probation offi-
cers, judges, or detention facilities, and
these early delinquent acts are not get-
ting the kind of attention they need to
get.

In many cases, the law enforcement
officers are not even taking those van-
dals and misdemeanor juveniles before
juvenile authorities, and when they do
go before a judge, they do not get any
kind of punishment until the 10th or
12th appearance. That is wrong. We
need to put consequences in the act.
We need to repair that broken system.
It is badly broken right now.

For violent juvenile offenders, less
than 10 percent of the violent offenders
serve a single day in any institutional-
ized form of incarceration outside of
the home. That is wrong, and that is
what H.R. 3 is about repairing, as the
primary thrust of that bill, not to treat
juveniles as adults or house them with
adults or whatever so much the lan-
guage is about.

On the other hand, it needs to be
complemented, that money, that $500
million a year in H.R. 3 for helping
those juvenile justice systems to be re-
paired in the States needs to be com-
plemented by the prevention programs
that are here in this bill, to get at
those youth primarily before they get
involved in the juvenile court, and
those options that are there for juve-
nile courts to prefer for prevention.

That is why this bill is so important.
It provides that balance that is so care-
fully crafted, as part of $4 billion for
at-risk youth that is available today in
the Federal system. I urge the passage
and adoption of H.R. 1818, and I thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RIGGS] for yielding.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. STUPAK].

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MARTINEZ] for yielding me the time.

Let me compliment everyone who
has worked so long and hard on this
bill to finally bring forth a juvenile
justice bill which will focus on preven-
tion, early prevention, and early deten-
tion if necessary.

I rise in support of this legislation,
and in my support of this legislation I
have a word of caution for the U.S.
Congress, because I believe this bill is
really a day late and a dollar short.
This bill is a step in the right direc-

tion, although being a small juvenile
step. It is in the right direction be-
cause this bill will address early pre-
vention, early detection of juvenile
crime.

Thus far in this Congress what we
have seen with the Republican major-
ity was H.R. 3, which was passed in
May 1997 over strong objection on this
side of the aisle, because what we did
was put $1.5 billion over 3 years to lock
up everybody.

Now the Federal Government really
has no role in locking up juveniles
when we only handle about 197 juve-
niles every year anyway. Where the
focus should be, and we know these sta-
tistics, one out of every five juveniles
are involved in serious juvenile crime,
should be at the local level, the local
initiative to try to have early preven-
tion and early detention.

It is necessary that we have this type
of bill. I wish we would have had it ear-
lier. I wish this bill had money placed
in it instead of just a sum certain, be-
cause it is necessary. The only way for
people to feel safe in their homes and
their communities is to prevent crime
in the first place, prevent it before it
occurs, prevent it before the juvenile is
caught up in a never-ending juvenile
justice system, and this bill will ad-
dress that through early intervention.

So H.R. 1818 takes a step and one of
the first steps in prevention and early
intervention, but it is only a step.
When it comes to funding it, it just
says a sum certain. I am certain, after
12 years of working the streets and
highways of Michigan in law enforce-
ment, that we will never arrest our
way out of juvenile crime. We must ad-
dress it at the early initiatives and
give flexibility to local units of govern-
ment for local concerns and local needs
and local issues.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, first let me
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. RIGGS], the chairman, and the
gentleman from California [Mr. MAR-
TINEZ], the ranking member, as well as
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GREENWOOD], the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. SCOTT], and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the
chairman of the full Committee on
Education and the Workforce. This is a
bipartisan effort, and it is a recogni-
tion that one of the most important
things we can do is to have preventive
programs for our young people.

I serve a district with 10 commu-
nities. There are three major cities, the
cities of Stamford, Norwalk, and
Bridgeport, where we have serious ju-
venile crime problems. If you meet
with the chiefs of police of any of those
three cities, they will tell you one
basic thing: ‘‘Give us prevention pro-
grams for our kids.’’

I attended a Memorial Day parade in
Fairfield, CT, a suburban community
next to Bridgeport, CT. The parade
route was lined with people and lots of
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kids. Then came the Indian Princesses,
the Indian Guides, the Boy Scouts, the
Girl Scouts, the soccer team, the high
school band, the junior high school
band. It went on for almost 2 hours.

b 1300

That kind of parade in the city of
Bridgeport would have lasted about 10
minutes. I think that sometimes, those
of us who live in the suburbs take these
extra curricular programs for granted.
In the town of Fairfield, the challenge
for kids is what don’t you do after
school. They have a tremendous over-
load of choices. But in the neighboring
city of Bridgeport, the question is what
do you do. A kid in many of our urban
areas, when 2 o’clock is out, they are
out, without adult supervision, without
the kind of programs we need. I am ab-
solutely convinced that preventative
programs are the best way to combat
crime. The city of Bridgeport has a
program in Longfellow School. On Sat-
urdays they bring kids in to do aca-
demic programs and to have some rec-
reational programs. All are adult su-
pervised, with discipline and rules. The
kids hunger for this. They show up in
droves. They want to be in school on
Saturdays. In addition to this kind of
program, we clearly need to make bet-
ter use of our schools, before school
and after school, and that is what this
legislation allows as well.

I thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MARTINEZ] for what he has
done, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. RIGGS] for what he has
done. This is just the beginning. Such
sums as are necessary. Now we have to
go to the Committee on Appropriations
and make sure that the real sums that
are necessary are appropriated.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
the Virgin Islands [Ms. CHRISTIAN-
GREEN].

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. I thank the
gentleman from California [Mr. MAR-
TINEZ] for yielding me this time to
speak in support of H.R. 1818.

Just a few months ago, Mr. Speaker,
this Congress missed an opportunity to
pass a bill that would have controlled
and prevented juvenile crime, and
voted instead for a misguided, punitive
one which ignored input from experts
and communities and which sought to
employ measures that have been prov-
en not to work in preventing juvenile
crime and delinquency.

In H.R. 1818 we are given something
rare today, another chance to do the
right thing. The bill I rise to support
today, H.R. 1818, incorporates key pro-
grams which we have been implored to
implement by a broad cross-section of
America, prosecutors, corrections offi-
cers, police, community organizations,
public health officials, family oriented
groups, young people and, most poign-
antly and convincingly, parents of
murdered children.

H.R. 1818 contains funding for States
and communities to support prevention
programs. It provides for research and

technical assistance to those commu-
nities. It understands and treats chil-
dren as children and protects them
from incarceration with adults. It rec-
ognizes that minorities are dispropor-
tionately incarcerated and in part
funds States based on their initiatives
to address this inequity.

During debate on H.R. 3, our Repub-
lican colleagues said time and time
again that they would support this pre-
vention bill when it came to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be here
today to speak in support of H.R. 1818,
and I urge all of my colleagues, includ-
ing those on the other side of the aisle
who said they would, to vote yes for
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, it breaks my heart that
this bill would come too late for young
people like Albert Nicholas and
Rashawn Lewis from my district. But
if we pass H.R. 1818 today, it will not be
too late for millions of our other chil-
dren who cry out for our help. The time
is now for us to reclaim our children
and our neighborhoods rather than to
allow our future leaders to become vic-
tims of a system that has failed them.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WATT].

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, as vigorously as I rose in op-
position to the juvenile crime bill, H.R.
3, do I rise in support of this bill, which
authorizes prevention programs that
will prevent juvenile crime rather than
reacting after the fact when it is too
late.

My colleagues should understand
that this is just the first step. This is
an authorizing bill that has no money
in it. So the challenge going forward
will be to make sure that moneys are
devoted to fund the programs in this
bill instead of taking all of the money
and putting it in support of H.R. 3, the
crime prevention bill, which would pro-
vide more jails and more punitive sanc-
tions against young people. If we do
not pay the price in advance to prevent
crime, we can never build enough pris-
ons to accommodate it.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, may I commend the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS],
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MARTINEZ], and the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] for a commend-
able job on recognizing that juvenile
crime can be prevented and can be re-
duced. The Rand study says in fact
that early intervention programs can
prevent as many as 250 crimes per $1
million spent. Therefore, I rise to sup-
port vigorously H.R. 1818, the Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1997, which will help
Texas.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to continue
this discussion by entering into a col-

loquy with the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. RIGGS]. I wish to engage in
this colloquy because I appreciate that
this bill reaches out to communities
and States on the issue of juvenile
crime prevention. In particular, in
Texas there is now a center devised for
the study and prevention of juvenile
crime and delinquency at Prairie View
A&M University. This center will have
an impact on Houston, the surrounding
community, and Texas. According to
the center’s key objectives, they want
to conduct and evaluate research, pro-
vide degree programs, continuing edu-
cation, training, and serve as an infor-
mation source, along with collaborat-
ing with communities, State agencies,
and private entities to implement pro-
grams and policies to target prevention
of juvenile crime.

I see this bill as a light at the end of
the tunnel because its provisions on ju-
venile delinquency and crime preven-
tion, block grant programs, research
evaluation, technical assistance train-
ing, and training in technical assist-
ance are the kind of provisions that
would allow this center to apply for
grants under this particular legisla-
tion. That will move our communities
closer to really solving juvenile crime
by early intervention and prevention.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. RIGGS. I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding and I appreciate her bring-
ing to our attention the good work
that Prairie View A&M University is
doing. The gentlewoman is exactly
right. What they are proposing would
fulfill some very important functions
under this legislation, such as conduct-
ing academic programs, conducting
policy research and developing and as-
sisting with community outreach pro-
grams focused on the prevention of ju-
venile violence, crime, drug use, and
gang-related activities. The gentle-
woman is correct. We look forward to
working with her and with Prairie
View A&M as this legislation is imple-
mented.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
California [Mr. RIGGS], the gentleman
from California [Mr. MARTINEZ], and
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SCOTT] for this innovative legislation,
and as a member of the House Judici-
ary Committee, chair of the Congres-
sional Children’s Caucus, and a mem-
ber of the Democratic Caucus Juvenile
Task Force, I believe this bill is the
right direction that should be taken for
long-lasting solutions to the problem
of rising juvenile crime.

I commend Mr. RIGGS, Mr. MARTINEZ, and
Mr. SCOTT for their outstanding work.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
1818, the Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1997. As Chair of
the Congressional Children’s Caucus, I believe
that promoting the solution for preventing juve-
nile crime is the most valid approach. My col-
leagues, reducing and preventing juvenile
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crime is one of the most critical issues facing
our Nation today. H.R. 1818, the Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1997 is important to helping us address the
rising crime problem facing our America’s
youth. It is a balanced bill which provides the
States with the tools they need to help trou-
bled youth.

H.R. 1818 is a step in answering the need
for effective prevention programs to stop
young people from engaging in delinquent ac-
tivities in the first place and to prevent those
youths already in the juvenile justice system
from committing additional, more serious of-
fenses. By investing in strong prevention pro-
grams, we can help our young people turn
their lives around. The vast majority of at-risk
and delinquent youth, if provided early with
care, support, appropriate discipline and real
opportunities, can grow up to be responsible
citizens.

Earlier this year, the House considered and
passed H.R. 3, directed at increasing the pen-
alties for juvenile crime. H.R. 1818 is the criti-
cal companion to H.R. 3. It helps in providing
a more balanced approach to juvenile crime
and provides the prevention component of a
comprehensive approach to addressing juve-
nile crime.

Across America, violent crime committed by
and against juveniles is a crisis that threatens
the safety and security of communities and the
future of our children. In 1995, law enforce-
ment agencies in the 50 States made approxi-
mately 2 million arrests of persons under age
18. This is a 28-percent increase from the
more than 1.5 million arrests made in 1985.
During this period, juvenile arrests for both
violent and nonviolent offenses increased sig-
nificantly

Sanctions are only one part of the solution
to this crisis. As one parent who had just lost
his 10-year old daughter to murder recently
stated, ‘‘stopping crime by using more prisons
is like trying to cure death by using more
cemeteries.’’

Most public policy analysts argue that early
prevention programs offer the best hope to
stem juvenile crime. They emphasize the im-
portance of better schools and more job train-
ing, recreation, and mentoring programs. Such
initiatives provide children with positive role
models and increase economic opportunities.

Dozens of crime prevention programs
across the country have been held up as suc-
cessful models. An ongoing program in Or-
ange County, CA—the 8 Percent Early Inter-
vention Program—has proven remarkably suc-
cessful in reducing repeat offenses. The Or-
ange County program calls for screening
delinquents to identify children likely to go on
to more serious crime. This is typically 8 per-
cent of the children who pass through the ju-
venile system. The program targets resources
to those children—including intensive delin-
quency supervision and such services as
mentoring and tutoring. Over the last few
years in Orange County, this program is cred-
ited with reducing repeat offenses by 50 per-
cent—at one-third the cost of incarceration.

In Dallas, police noted a 26-percent de-
crease in juvenile arrests due to a Cooperative
Gang Prevention Program that focuses on
education, counseling, recreation services,
and job training to reduce crime. In Fort
Worth, TX after implementing a Gang Preven-
tion and Intervention Program city-wide gang
related crimes declined 30 percent from the

previous year. In Yakima, WA, increases in
youth violence led to the creation of a Gang
Intervention/Intervention Coalition to provide
positive opportunities for youth through com-
munity centers. In the neighborhoods where
the coalition is active, youth violence has de-
creased by 80 percent in a 3 year period.

In fact, studies show that prevention not
only works but is far more cost-effective than
incarceration in reducing the rates of juvenile
crime. A study by the Rand Corp., titled ‘‘Di-
verting Children from a Life of Crime, Measur-
ing Costs and Benefits,’’ is the most recent
comprehensive study done in this area. The
Rand study determined that early intervention
programs can prevent as many as 250 crimes
per $1 million spent. In contrast, the report
said investing the same amount in prisons
would prevent only 60 crimes a year. In Cali-
fornia, research on delinquency programs in
California indicated that $1.00 spent on pre-
vention programs resulting in savings of $1.40
to the juvenile justice and law enforcement
systems alone.

My colleagues, all the evidence highlights
the fact that prevention is effective in reducing
and preventing juvenile crime. Juvenile crime
and violence can be reduced and prevented,
but doing so will require a long-term vigorous
investment. H.R. 1818 is an excellent first in-
stallment in that investment. I urge my col-
leagues to support this very important legisla-
tion.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. LAMPSON].

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1818. I bring the
attention of this body to title 5 of the
bill. The bill will provide $5 million per
year for the next 4 years for the Na-
tional Center for Missing and Exploited
Children. The National Center has done
many things that I discovered after the
loss of a child to a murder in my dis-
trict. The National Center uses pic-
tures of missing children and family
members to create age progression
likenesses to help locate growing chil-
dren who have been missing for years.
It has an international office to work
with law enforcement overseas to lo-
cate children taken to other nations.
Their Internet site has a comprehen-
sive data base of missing children in-
cluding pictures. That site is hit over a
half-million times a day.

Since its inception in 1984, the Na-
tional Center has helped recover over
35,000 missing children and reunited
them with their families. The stories of
these recoveries are absolutely over-
whelming. As chairman of the Congres-
sional Missing and Exploited Children’s
Caucus, I can assure my colleagues
that funding for the National Center is
money well spent. I thank the commit-
tee for its support and I ask my col-
leagues to please support this bill.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in support of this legis-

lation. I will place in the RECORD an
editorial that was in the local Min-
nesota papers concerning the impor-
tance of prevention.

It is time to quit putting the prob-
lems on the conveyor belt and quit re-
acting. I think this provides an oppor-
tunity for proactive focused activities
for the Boys and Girls Clubs for a myr-
iad of different programs. It is interest-
ing to note that so many of our profes-
sionals in law enforcement today,
whether first prosecutors, whether po-
lice officers, cops on the beat, are rec-
ognizing the importance of prevention
in terms of dealing with our escalating
juvenile crime problems.

Prevention works. Let’s invest in kids—the
extended school day and year, the extra-
curricular activities, sports programs, summer
jobs—and keep them on the positive path and
off the conveyor belt of juvenile delinquency
by enacting H.R. 1818.

[From the Star Tribune, July 15, 1997]
JUVENILE CRIME—DON’T WAIT FOR KIDS TO

STRAY

The bleeding hearts have been saying it for
years: If you want to curb crime, you can’t
just punish the guilty. You’ve also got to in-
vest in the innocent. But that proposition
can no longer be dismissed as liberal clap-
trap, and it’s no longer just a theory. The
vast majority of America’s police chiefs be-
lieve that helping children get a good start
in life prevents crime, and hard evidence
shows they’re right.

This truth deserves mention now because
Congress is on the verge of ignoring it. Law-
makers in both chambers are pushing juve-
nile-crime bills that would pour a torrent of
money into prisons, punishment and pros-
ecution, and only a dribble into crime pre-
vention.

That unbalanced recipe may feed the pub-
lic appetite for retribution, but it won’t be
satisfying over the long haul. A flood of re-
search points to the folly of putting so many
eggs in the punishment basket. A Rand Corp.
study released last year, for instance, found
that imprisonment is among the lamest and
least economical of crime-fighting strate-
gies.

A new lobbying group called Fight Crime:
Invest in Kids insists that riding that lame
horse amounts to being soft on crime. Led by
some of the nation’s top police chiefs and
prosecutors—as well as crime survivors like
Marc Klaas, father of young murder victim
Polly Klaas—the group is pushing anticrime
approaches proven to work well. The list in-
cludes enrolling at-risk kids in Head Start,
matching up troubled parents with parenting
coaches, assigning mentors to delinquent
teens, nudging damaged families into ther-
apy and luring restless latchkey kids into
meaningful after-school activities.

Practical souls that they are, you’d think
lawmakers would seize upon such tactics. No
such luck. The House juvenile-crime meas-
ure, passed in May, expressly forbids the use
of its funds for crime prevention. And though
a similar bill now spinning through the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee would allow some
block-grant spending on prevention, it so far
does nothing to require such investment.
The upshot, some onlookers fear, could be a
net reduction in federal dollars spent on pre-
vention—and a consequent upturn in youth
crime.

Certainly Congress intends no such calam-
ity. That is why its members should take a
lesson from the nation’s leading law-enforc-
ers, who know a thing or two about fighting
crime. In a poll of police chiefs conducted
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last year by Northeastern University’s Cen-
ter for Criminal Justice Policy Research,
nine of 10 favored investing more in preven-
tion programs.

No thoughtful person would dispute the
need to lock up violent lawbreakers. But
only an ostrich would settle for a juvenile-
crime bill that serves that need alone. What
is missing from the congressional approach
is balance. To fight juvenile crime effec-
tively, this country must focus not just on
its most dangerous young people, but also on
its most vulnerable.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to point out
again to my colleagues that not only
does this bill have bipartisan support
in the House, it has the support of nu-
merous organizations interested in the
prevention of juvenile crime including
the National District Attorneys Asso-
ciation, the National Collaboration for
Youth representing American Red
Cross, Big Brothers, Big Sisters, the
Boys and Girls Club of America, Boy
Scouts, Girl Scouts, YMCA, YWCA of
America, the National Association of
Homes and Services for Children, One-
to-One, the National Mentoring Part-
nership, and the National Network for
Youth.

This is a bipartisan bill that also has
the support of the administration, as I
indicated earlier. I urge my colleagues
to support this legislation. This is the
important prevention component, the
missing piece, if you will, to our na-
tional effort to reduce juvenile crime
and help youth turn their lives around
so they can go on to lead a successful
and prosperous adult life.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, today, I rise to sup-
port H.R. 1818, the Juvenile Crime Control
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1997. This
reauthorization bill is based on well-founded
public policy. The bill balances the needs of
juveniles and society at large by promoting
quality prevention programs and programs that
assist in holding juveniles accountable for their
actions.

Most importantly, the bill retains a fun-
damental tenet of the juvenile justice system,
namely that juvenile delinquents shall not be
jailed with adult criminals. Not surprisingly, re-
search demonstrates that juveniles jailed in
adult prisons are more likely to commit serious
crimes after their release. In separating juve-
niles from adult criminals, we not only save
children from life-threatening circumstances,
we also reduce crime.

This reauthorization bill strengthens the
mandate requiring States to reduce the dis-
proportionate number of minorities confined in
jails and other secure facilities. State are re-
quired to reduce minority overrepresentation
by addressing both the lack of prevention pro-
grams in minority communities and by ad-
dressing racial bias within the juvenile sys-
tems.

In addition, the bill provides that employees
shall be treated in a fair and equitable man-
ner, and that there shall be no diminution of
employment rights, including the continuation
of collective bargaining rights. The American
people deserve assurances that taxpayer
funds will not be used to undermine existing
labor standards.

I would like to thank Chairman RIGGS, rank-
ing member MARTINEZ, and Representative

SCOTT for their many hours of work toward
producing this truly balanced legislation. Given
the choice between playing politics and reduc-
ing crime, I am glad that my colleagues chose
to reduce crime.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 1818, the Juvenile Crime Control and
Delinquency Prevention Act.

This bipartisan legislation provides us with a
balanced approach to addressing juvenile
crime, and endorses the concept of holding ju-
veniles accountable for their crimes while also
providing for prevention programs that can
help young people turn their lives around.

This legislation is particularly important for
States that have large rural areas like Dela-
ware.

Under current law, States are required to re-
move juveniles from facilities which also house
adult prisoners. While present law provides a
limited exception for rural areas, in some in-
stances it requires juveniles in rural areas to
be transported great distances to facilities far
from their families.

Under this legislation, juveniles can be held
for longer periods of time if their parents and
the court agree and the judge believes the
placement is in the best interest of the juve-
nile. Though this provision will probably see
limited use, it provides long-needed relief for
rural areas like those in my State.

This bill also contains a provision that I am
particularly proud of.

H.R. 1818 incorporates a bill I sponsored to
give the National Center for Missing and Ex-
ploited Children funds to serve as the Nation’s
primary resource center for child protection.

For more than 13 years, the National Center
has been instrumental in locating and recover-
ing missing children and preventing child ab-
ductions, molestations, and sexual exploi-
tations.

The center has worked with clearinghouses
in all 50 States in locating over 35,000 chil-
dren and preventing child abductions, molesta-
tions, and sexual exploitations.

One of the National Center’s success sto-
ries hit very close to my home. Just last month
it assisted local authorities in the recovery of
two missing Delawareans, who were located
in Florida.

Mr. Speaker, by adequately funding the Na-
tional Center for Missing and Exploited Chil-
dren, we can solidify our resources, hone our
message and assure every family and every
law enforcement agency that we are
committeed to long-term child protection.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 1818.
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1818

provides States with needed flexibility in ad-
dressing juvenile crime, and for that reason, it
has my support.

But this bill is, at best, a partial solution. In
a country where kids and guns are a deadly
combination, any juvenile justice bill which
fails to deal with access to guns is seriously
flawed.

Earlier this year, the House had a chance to
pass meaningful legislation that would have
addressed this problem. By adding a simple
child safety lock provision to the juvenile crime
bill, we would have taken a significant step to-
ward reducing access to guns and to dramati-
cally reducing the number of accidental gun
deaths in this country.

But that vote never happened, thanks to
pressure on the Republican leadership from
the national gun lobby. And so a gun lock

amendment, supported by 80 percent of the
American people, still has yet to be directly
voted upon by this House.

This is an astonishing failure for this House.
Shootings are now the fourth leading cause of
accidental death of children, and for every
child killed, four more are wounded. This is a
national tragedy, and the House is doing noth-
ing about it.

While the House continues to bury its head
in the sand, a group of concern citizens in my
district is taking matters into their own hands.
Together, we’ve organized the Oregon Safe
Handgun Storage Coalition, composed of peo-
ple and organizations concerned about this
problem. Partnering with a similar coalition in
King County, WA, the Oregon coalition is
made up of a highly unusual mix of doctors,
nurses, law enforcement officials, sporting
good stores, neighborhood associations, gun
safety advocates, and gun owner organiza-
tions. These organizations may disagree on
some issues relating to gun ownership, but
they all agree on these points: Guns and kids
don’t mix, and gun owners need to child proof
their homes by safely securing firearms.

The Oregon Safe Handgun Storage Coali-
tion has the support of people and organiza-
tions across the political spectrum who are
willing to work together in an attempt to re-
duce violence in our community. It is uniting
parties on both sides of the gun control issue,
by stressing one common concern—the safety
of our children.

Mr. Speaker, hopefully this House will vote
on a gun lock amendment this year, but failing
that, I encourage Members to start similar
coalitions in their districts. By working to-
gether, we can do more than merely address
the problem of juvenile crime, we can prevent
it in the first place.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, juvenile crime is a
problem that should concern all Americans. As
a doctor of obstetrics I have enjoyed the privi-
lege of bringing more than 3,000 new lives
into the world, I know there are few things
more tragic than when a young person dis-
regards the rights of their fellow citizens and
jeopardizes their own future by engaging in
criminal activity. Furthermore, as the number
and severity of crimes committed by juvenile
offenders increase, juvenile crime becomes a
greater threat to the social order.

Therefore, no one can argue the need for
action taken to discourage juveniles from em-
barking on criminal careers. However, the vol-
untary actions of private individuals, supported
by local communities and State governments,
are much more capable of preventing juvenile
crime than the Federal Government. Individ-
uals acting at the local level know the needs
of the youths in their community much better
than Washington bureaucrats, so they can
best develop programs that effectively prevent
children from engaging in criminal activity.

Unfortunately, the Juvenile Crime Control
and Delinquency Prevention Act—H.R. 1818—
furthers Congress’ unconstitutional inter-
ference in crime control and prevention by dic-
tating the nature and shape of juvenile crime
programs for each of the 50 States. Therefore,
Congress should reject H.R. 1818 and instead
repeal all mandates that interfere with the
States’ sovereign right to conduct juvenile pre-
vention programs, and defund all Federal
crime control and prevention programs, in
order to return money and, at the same time
authority, for juvenile crime prevention where it
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constitutionally belongs: To the States or to
the people.

H.R. 1818 provides States with—two Fed-
eral block grants for juvenile crime, a for-
mula—part B—grant and a prevention—part C
grant. Some proponents of the act claim that
this bill is worthy of support as it loosens the
chains on State juvenile prevention programs
imposed by previous Congresses. However,
any federally imposed mandate, no matter
how flexible, violates the 10th amendment to
the U.S. Constitution.

The 10 amendment limits the Federal Gov-
ernment to those functions explicitly enumer-
ated in the Constitution. Other than in these
few areas, the States are sovereign. Therefore
the Federal Government has no authority to fi-
nance or manage State programs regarding
social problems such as juvenile crime.

Block grants may appear to allow for greater
State autonomy than programs directly con-
trolled by Washington, but they still involve
Federal control and, more importantly, financ-
ing. Taxing the people of Texas to pay for pro-
grams in New York or Montana is an insult to
the Constitution and the donor States.

Under the part B mandate, States must
comply with four core Federal mandates to re-
ceive Federal tax dollars. The Federal Govern-
ment would have the power to reduce a
State’s funding if a State failed to comply with
one of these mandates. When the Federal
Government assumes the power to reduce
funding according to the State’s level of com-
pliance with the Federal mandates, it trans-
forms the relationship between the States and
the Federal Government from one of two sov-
ereign entities into one resembling that of a
teacher scolding a disobedient pupil.

Furthermore, Federal mandates employ a
one-size-fits-all model, which ignores dif-
ferences between individual States and be-
tween various areas within a State. For exam-
ple, there may be areas that will incur tremen-
dous costs in removing a juvenile from an
adult facility within 48 hours. Complying with
this Federal mandate may thus divert an
area’s resources from other projects that may
better serve the needs of that particular juris-
diction’s youth.

H.R. 1818 also lists permissible uses for
which the States may expend their federally
provided funds. One of these permissible uses
of Federal funds is for programs aimed at pre-
venting hate crimes by juveniles. Preventing
crimes based on prejudice is certainly a wor-
thy goal, however, by punishing certain crimes
more harshly than others because of this moti-
vation, the government is, in effect, punishing
people for holding certain views. Punishment
for one’s thoughts, as distinct from one’s ac-
tions, is in conflict with the constitutional guar-
antees against government restrictions on
freedom of speech and thought. Federal tax
money certainly should not be spent to en-
courage localities to disregard the first amend-
ment in the name of crime control.

H.R. 1818 also encourages States to create
a system of records for juvenile criminals simi-
lar to that kept by each State on adult crimi-
nals, including the transmission of those
records to the FBI. Given the recent con-
troversy over the misuse of FBI files, all citi-
zens should be wary of expanding the records
kept on private citizens by the FBI, particularly
given the conspicuous lack of language in the
bill guarantying that someone who committed
a crime as a juvenile but reformed oneself to

become a respected member of the commu-
nity will not be haunted by his past because
some vengeful person acquired his FBI file.

H.R. 1818 also provides States with a sec-
ond block grant, not contingent upon compli-
ance with the four Federal mandates. Under
this block grant, States distribute their funds to
local governments and private organizations to
run prevention programs. While States do not
have to comply with any specific Federal man-
dates to receive these funds, they do have to
submit a plan to the Federal Government for
approval.

States may distribute funds only to those
local governments that have taken the time
and effort to prepare a comprehensive plan for
combating juvenile crime. Organizations with
prevention programs that wish to receive Fed-
eral funding must submit a plan to their local
unit of government. Organizations must meet
the goals of the local plan and include the
goals of the program, the means of measuring
their goals, and any research relied upon in
developing their application. Before they can
begin serving children, after the local govern-
ment approves the plan, it must be submitted
to the State government for approval. If the
State government approves the plan, the oper-
ations may begin. Surely, States, commu-
nities, and local citizens could design a less
bureaucratic system to help get funds to wor-
thy programs serving juveniles than the sys-
tem outlined in this bill.

Among the organizations that may apply for
funding under H.R. 1818 are faith-based orga-
nizations. I have little doubt that instilling a
child with a deep and abounding faith is, sec-
ond to a loving family, the best way to ensure
that child refrains from criminal activities. How-
ever, allowing faith-based organizations ac-
cess to Federal taxpayer dollars may change
those organizations into lobbyists who will
compromise their core beliefs rather than risk
alienating Members of Congress and thus los-
ing their Federal funds. Thus, allowing faith-
based organizations to receive Federal funds
may undermine both future attempts to reduce
the Federal role in juvenile crime and under-
mine America’s tradition of nonestablishment
of religion.

The drafters of the Bill of Rights knew quite
well that it would be impossible for a central
government to successfully manage juvenile
prevention programs for as large and diverse
a country as America. The founders also un-
derstood that Federal involvement in crime
prevention and control would lead to a loss of
precious liberty.

The current system of sending money to
Washington, only to return it, in part, to the
States, local communities, and individual citi-
zens, serves only to drain resources away
from those best able to create and manage ef-
fective juvenile crime programs; people at the
local level who know best the needs of the
children in that area.

Forcing States to comply with Federal man-
dates and forcing local providers to comply
with Federal paperwork requirements is a fur-
ther waste of valuable resources that could be
used to directly benefit the area’s youth.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1818 insults the constitu-
tional sovereignty of the individual State, and
continues Federal involvement in crime pre-
vention and control. Therefore, all Representa-
tives who support the Federal system as spec-
ified in the original Constitution should oppose
the Juvenile Crime Control and Delinquency
Prevention Act.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of the Juvenile Crime Control
and Deliquency Act of 1997, a bill that com-
prehensively addresses the rise in youth-relat-
ed violence.

I am pleased to join the chairman of the
subcommittee, Mr. RIGGS of California, as an
original cosponsor of this measure. The result
of bipartisan efforts, H.R. 1818 is a balanced
bill that combines firm efforts to hold youths
accountable for theie actions, while promoting
measures that work toward the prevention of
juvenile delinquency. The combination of ac-
countability measures and promising new pre-
vention programs is, in my view, the proper
approach to take.

As juvenile crime has increased throughout
communities across the Nation, including
some of the communities in my congressional
district, it is the emphasis on prevention that
will truly reduce the number of youths who
commit acts of violence. In this way, H.R.
1818 puts forth measures that genuinely ad-
dress the social and economic root causes of
youth crime.

H.R. 1818 assists State and local govern-
ments by providing them with the resources
and the flexibility to effectively face the chal-
lenge of youth crime through the development
of programs for runaway and homeless youth,
as well as programs for the recovery of miss-
ing and exploited children.

However, while it is important to intervene in
the lives of at-risk youth before they become
involved with the criminal justice system, it is
also essential to address the needs of those
juveniles already in the system.

Mr. Speaker, this bill places the responsibil-
ity for developing intervention programs on
local communities. The potential for
innovatible community based programs for re-
habilitation of youth, as provided by this bill, is
critical to the prevention and control of juvenile
crime. These programs include treatment for
victims of child abuse, mentoring services,
youth clubs, recreation, peer counseling and
teaching, educational programs, as well as job
training and employment, in addition to numer-
ous other anticrime related services.

Intervention programs for at-risk youth have
been proven in several studies to be cost-ef-
fective in reducing crime rates. They clearly
reduce crime and save taxpayers’ money.

That, Mr. Speaker, should be the bottom
line for this reauthorization legislation; reduce
crime and save taxpayers’ money.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today with
regard to H.R. 1818, the Juvenile Crime Con-
trol and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1997.
Recently I was contacted by local officials
from Lyon County, MN, who wish to build a ju-
venile detention center with four beds. Lyon
County is a rural community in my district that
is populated by approximately 25,211 people
in 708 square miles with the closest metropoli-
tan area, Minneapolis and St. Paul, located
about 150 miles away.

It is economically infeasible for Lyon County
to build a juvenile detention center unless staff
can be shared and the juvenile detention cen-
ter can be co-located with the jail. Under cur-
rent law, the sharing of staff between these
two types of institutions is prohibited. The
county officials have been frustrated by this
law, because it is inefficient and costly for the
county to hire individuals to deal solely with ju-
venile offenders, as the county rarely needs to
house more than two juvenile as a time.
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Transporting juveniles to beds in other

areas has also proven inefficient. It is esti-
mated that Lyon County will spend about
$50,000 in programming and transport costs
to send minors to other detention centers in
Minnesota next year. Lyon County sheriff dep-
uties are known to spend up to 8 hours a day
transporting juveniles from their proper facili-
ties to court appearances, as these facilities
can be as far as 188 miles away. Costs accu-
mulate with overtime and mileage for the dep-
uty who is unable to provide law enforcement
while on the road. The juvenile in transport
spends time in transport that could be spent in
treatment.

I am pleased that H.R. 1818, the Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1997, establishes greater flexibility for
States in dealing with juvenile crime. H.R.
1818 gives the State authority from the Fed-
eral level to permit a co-located jail and juve-
nile detention center to share staff if the per-
sonnel have been trained to deal with both
adults and juveniles by a legitimate State pro-
gram and parental consent and court approval
have been given. I believe this legislation pro-
vides the flexibility needed to help America’s
rural communities address juvenile crime ap-
propriately.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1818, the Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention
Act. This bill will give States the flexibility and
resources they need to best address the prob-
lem of juvenile crime.

Earlier this year, we passed a bill intended
to strengthen the penalties for those juveniles
who have committed crimes. I supported that
legislation because I believe the rising rate of
serious crimes committed by juveniles war-
rants tougher penalties and strengthened
prosecution and some States, such as Florida,
have already demonstrated success in expe-
diting the prosecution of juvenile criminals.
That bill, however, only addressed those juve-
niles who have already committed crimes.
This bill aims to prevent youth from entering
the justice system in the first place.

H.R. 1818 recognizes that the solutions to
the problem of juvenile crime are best de-
signed at the State and local level. The role of
the Federal Government should be to provide
communities with the information, flexibility,
and resources they need to craft comprehen-
sive prevention plans which include education,
mentoring, work, boot camps, or other pro-
grams which would best address particular
community’s needs. In my conversations at
home with police officers and not for profits, I
hear over and over again that the Federal
Government shouldn’t micromanage this
issue, we should work in concert with State
and local governments, providing them the re-
sources and flexibility they need to continue
their efforts.

This bill will do exactly that and as a co-
sponsor, I urge all of my colleagues to support
H.R. 1818.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in strong support of H.R. 1818, the Juve-
nile Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1997. Earlier this year, the House
considered and passed H.R. 3, the Juvenile
Crime Control Act of 1997, which is directed at
increasing the Federal penalties for violent ju-
venile crime. H.R. 1818 provides a com-
plement to H.R. 3. It provides the prevention
component of a comprehensive approach to

addressing juvenile crime. This bill proves that
both sides can work together and craft a bal-
anced approach to juvenile crime. I am proud
to be a cosponsor of it.

H.R. 1818 makes a number of changes to
current law to increase the flexibility of States
to treat status offenders in the most appro-
priate manner. For example, it retains the four
core requirements of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and
slightly modifies three of them. The core re-
quirement mandating States to reduce the dis-
proportionate number of minorities confined in
secure facilities was strengthened and clari-
fied. H.R. 1818 requires States to reduce dis-
proportionate minority confinement by ad-
dressing both delinquency prevention efforts
and system improvement efforts. However, it
prohibits the establishment of numerical stand-
ards or quotas. The measure tries to ensure
that prevention efforts are targeted to commu-
nities where a disproportionate number of mi-
norities are committed to the juvenile justice
system. H.R. 1818 also altered the sight and
sound separation requirement to prohibit regu-
lar contact, but allow for supervised, incidental
contact such as passing in a hallway. This
does not mean that Congress is reducing its
focus on this important core requirement.

Last, the core requirement that prohibits the
housing of juveniles in adult facilities was
modified to build additional flexibility into the
law by extending the period of time for which
juveniles can be held in a facility with adults,
prior to an initial court appearance, to 48
hours, excluding weekends and holidays.
States must still enforce the sight and sound
separation requirement. In addition, it allows
juveniles to be held for longer periods of time
in facilities with adults in rural areas as long
as there is no existing acceptable alternative
placement, the parent or legal guardian of the
juvenile involved consents, and it is approved
in advance by the court. Such placement is,
however, required to be reviewed periodically,
at intervals of not more than 5 days for the du-
ration of the detention or confinement to en-
sure it is the appropriate placement for such
youth. Also, courts are urged to use this ex-
ception carefully.

Compliance with the four core requirements
is still Congress’ goal. H.R. 1818 tries to make
it easier for States to comply with the core re-
quirements by allowing States to receive 50
percent of the formula money and the other 50
percent depending on their compliance with
the four requirements. Under current law, if a
State is not in compliance with the four re-
quirements, then it loses all of the formula
money.

In addition, H.R. 1818 consolidates current
discretionary programs into a flexible block
grant program entitled the Juvenile Delin-
quency Prevention Block Grant Program. In
order for a State to receive any money under
the prevention block grant, States must partici-
pate in the formula grant program and agree
to use 95 percent of the funds they receive to
fund local projects. H.R. 1818 also requires
States to develop a plan to reduce and pre-
vent juvenile crime with the assistance of com-
munity-based organizations and organizations
in the local juvenile justice system which carry
out programs, projects, or activities to prevent
juvenile delinquency.

The block grants will be allocated in the fol-
lowing manner: 50 percent on the basis of
how many people in the State are under the

age of 18, and the other 50 percent on the an-
nual average number of arrests for serious
crimes committed in the eligible State by juve-
niles. The prevention block grant will help ju-
venile justice officials in Hawaii and in other
States fund prevention programs, substance
abuse programs, support programs for chil-
dren who have little or no family life, and pro-
grams that would give State court judges an
alternative program to deal with certain juve-
nile offenders instead of sending them to cor-
rectional facilities.

Everyone here knows that the nature of ju-
venile crime has changed drastically over the
years. We have only to look through the paper
to see younger people committing more vio-
lent crimes. Today’s youths need to under-
stand that they will be punished accordingly
for crimes committed. However, that is only
half of the battle. It is our duty to reach to our
children, to get them involved in their commu-
nities, and to prevent them from taking part in
dangerous activities in the first place. H.R.
1818 is an important component in our fight to
meet this new challenge. It will help States
prevent, reduce, and control juvenile crime. I
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 1818.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 1818, the Juvenile Crime Con-
trol and Delinquency Prevention Act. Juvenile
crime is one of the most serious problems fac-
ing our communities, especially law enforce-
ment officers. No population poses a larger
challenge to public safety than juvenile crimi-
nals. Between 1965 and 1993, the number of
12-year-olds arrested for violent crimes rose
211 percent, the number of 13- and 14-year-
olds rose 301 percent, and the number of 15-
year-olds rose 297 percent.

This dramatic increase has put a severe
strain on our States’ juvenile crime system be-
cause the overwhelming majority of juvenile
offenses are handled by State, not Federal au-
thorities. Very few juveniles who commit
crimes wind up in the Federal courts. This leg-
islation is a good step toward empowering
States with more tools to fight this growing
problem, while also ensuring that we do not
give up on young offenders by exposing them
to hardened adult convicts.

H.R. 1818 would consolidate the various
Department of Justice juvenile programs into
one State block grant program. Texas and
other States would have the ability and flexibil-
ity to target at-risk youth to deter them from
entering a life of violence and crime. I believe
this is the right approach to addressing the
very difficult problem of juvenile crime. There
is no single answer to this problem, and we
must provide States with both the resources
and the flexibility to develop their own ap-
proaches so that we can test various strate-
gies and determine what works best. Harris
County, TX, for example, is using a $1.4 mil-
lion Federal grant to expand a boot camp pro-
gram designed to reform at-risk, nonviolent ju-
venile offenders in the Houston area and free
up prison and jail space for the most violent
criminals. Such boot camps have proven to be
successful and cost-effective alternatives to
reduce criminal behavior and get young peo-
ple back on the right track.

This legislation will strengthen the Federal
Government’s role as a partner in these inno-
vative State and local efforts to fight crime and
help high-risk youth. It will give States and lo-
calities necessary assistance with a range of
programs, including prevention and effective
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punishment and rehabilitation targeted to get-
ting young people back on track to productive
lives.

Again, I rise in strong support of this bill and
I urge my colleagues to support this valuable
piece of crime legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. RIGGS] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1818, as
amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 1818.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
Senate bill, S. 768.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING TRANSFER OF
NAVAL VESSELS

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2035) to authorize the transfer of
naval vessels to certain foreign coun-
tries, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2035

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER NAVAL

VESSELS.
(a) BRAZIL.—The Secretary of the Navy is

authorized to transfer to the Government of
Brazil the ‘‘HUNLEY’’ class submarine ten-
der HOLLAND (AS 32).

(b) CHILE.—The Secretary of the Navy is
authorized to transfer to the Government of
Chile the ‘‘KAISER’’ class oiler ISHERWOOD
(T–AO 191).

(c) EGYPT.—The Secretary of the Navy is
authorized to transfer to the Government of
Egypt the ‘‘KNOX’’ class frigates PAUL (FF
1080), MILLER (FF 1091), JESSE L. BROWN
(FFT 1089), and MOINESTER (FFT 1097), and
the ‘‘OLIVER HAZARD PERRY’’ class frig-
ates FAHRION (FFG 22) and LEWIS B.
PULLER (FFG 23).

(d) ISRAEL.—The Secretary of the Navy is
authorized to transfer to the Government of
Israel the ‘‘NEWPORT’’ class tank landing
ship PEORIA (LST 1183).

(e) MALAYSIA.—The Secretary of the Navy
is authorized to transfer to the Government
of Malaysia the ‘‘NEWPORT’’ class tank
landing ship BARBOUR COUNTY (LST 1195).

(f) MEXICO.—The Secretary of the Navy is
authorized to transfer to the Government of
Mexico the ‘‘KNOX’’ class frigate ROARK
(FF 1053).

(g) TAIWAN.—The Secretary of the Navy is
authorized to transfer to the Taipei Eco-
nomic and Cultural Representative Office in
the United States (which is the Taiwan in-
strumentality designated pursuant to sec-
tion 10(a) of the Taiwan Relations Act) the
‘‘KNOX’’ class frigates WHIPPLE (FF 1062)
and DOWNES (FF1070).

(h) THAILAND.—The Secretary of the Navy
is authorized to transfer to the Government
of Thailand the ‘‘NEWPORT’’ class tank
landing ship SCHENECTADY (LST 1185).

(i) FORM OF TRANSFERS.—Each transfer au-
thorized by this section shall be on a sales
basis under section 21 of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2761; relating to the
foreign military sales program).
SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

TRANSFER OF NAVAL VESSELS AND
INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION
WITH THE REPUBLIC OF THE PHIL-
IPPINES

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The United States and the Republic of
the Philippines have a long tradition of
international cooperation and mutual sup-
port.

(2) The United States strongly desires to
continue mutual cooperation as a partner in
matters of international security and sci-
entific research.

(3) The President and the Department of
Defense possess assets which can contribute
positively to international security and sci-
entific research.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that the President should
use the authority under section 21 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2761) to
transfer on a sales basis, subject to vessel
availability, to the Republic of the Phil-
ippines, not more than one ‘‘STALWART’’ or
‘‘VICTORIOUS’’ class ocean surveillance
ship (T–AGOS).
SEC. 3. COSTS OF TRANSFERS.

Any expense of the United States in con-
nection with a transfer authorized by this
Act shall be charged to the recipient.
SEC. 4. EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.

The authority granted by section 1 shall
expire at the end of the 2-year period begin-
ning on the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 5. REPAIR AND REFURBISHMENT OF VES-

SELS IN UNITED STATES SHIPYARDS.
The Secretary of the Navy shall require, to

the maximum extent possible, as a condition
of a transfer of a vessel under this Act, that
the country to which the vessel is trans-
ferred have such repair or refurbishment of
the vessel as is needed, before the vessel
joins the naval forces of that country, per-
formed at a shipyard located in the United
States, including a United States Navy ship-
yard.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]
and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HAMILTON] each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, this legis-
lation provides for the transfer by sale
of certain surplus naval vessels. It
would authorize the transfer of 14 ves-
sels, in all, to 8 countries: Brazil, Chile,
Egypt, Israel, Malaysia, Mexico, Thai-
land, and Taiwan.

This legislation was approved unani-
mously by our Committee on Inter-
national Relations on June 25.

I would like to underscore that none
of these proposed transfers is a grant.
As a result of these sales, our Treasury
will be receiving $162.6 million. These
14 ships involve 5 classes: 7 Knox class
frigates, 3 Newport class tank landing
ships, 2 Perry class guided missile frig-
ates, 1 Hunley class submarine tender
and 1 Kaiser class oiler.

It is important to note that our Navy
expects that by proceeding with these
sales, our Nation will realize an addi-
tional $195 million for training, for sup-
plies, for support, and for repair serv-
ices.

I would also like to note to my col-
leagues that the proposed legislation
includes language similar to that in-
cluded in prior ship transfer legislation
requiring the Secretary of the Navy to
the maximum extent feasible to re-
quire that any repair or reactivation
work be done in the United States in
our own shipyards. It is my under-
standing from the Navy that each of
the recipient countries have agreed to
that proviso with respect to these pro-
posed transfers.

Finally, I understand that our Navy
strongly supports the transfer of these
vessels to advance the valuable cooper-
ative relationships that we have devel-
oped with each of these nation’s navies.
Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
2035. I want to extend my commenda-
tion and congratulations to the chair-
man for bringing what I consider to be
an excellent bill before the House.

b 1315
I believe because of the gentleman’s

leadership and the work of the Com-
mittee on International Relations the
Congress, over a period of months, has
been able to effect an important
change in ship transfer policy.

Now the clear emphasis, as the gen-
tleman from New York has said, in
U.S. policy today is on the sale of
naval vessels instead of grants. All 14
naval vessels in this package are sales,
and the bill will result in $162.6 million
in revenues to the United States Treas-
ury. The United States Navy will also
save money not spent on storage or
scrapping costs. Work in the U.S. ship-
yards prior to ship transfer will result
in an additional $190 million in con-
tracts for American workers. Now this
package also benefits U.S. foreign pol-
icy and U.S. defense policy through en-
hanced navy-to-navy ties and improved
interoperability.

So, Mr. Speaker, I think the bill has
positive benefits for the United States
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Navy, positive benefits for U.S. ship-
yards, positive benefits for the United
States Treasury, and positive benefits
for U.S. foreign policy. I urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Guam
[Mr. UNDERWOOD].

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the ranking member for yield-
ing, and, Mr. Speaker, I wish to engage
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on International Relations in a
colloquy.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I will be pleased
to engage in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Guam.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, in
section 5 of H.R. 2035 concerning the re-
pair and refurbishment of vessels in
U.S. shipyards, the Secretary of the
Navy is compelled to require to the
maximum extent possible as a condi-
tion of transfer of a vessel to a foreign
country that the country have repair
or refurbishment of that vessel per-
formed at a shipyard located in the
United States.

Is it the gentleman’s intention that
in this provision territories, including
a place that the gentleman from New
York lived in for a while, Guam, is in-
cluded in the definition of the United
States?

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. The answer is, yes, the
committee intends that the territories
be included in a definition of the Unit-
ed States for purposes of this provision.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New York
for this clarification, and both him and
the ranking member for their hard
work on this issue. This will serve to
clarify the legislation, and, hopefully,
we will not have to do this again in fu-
ture legislation regarding naval vessels
and that this could be an important
item for the people of Guam in particu-
lar, since the ship repair facility has
recently closed down and has become
privatized.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2035, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members

may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the legislation just consid-
ered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 2107, and that I may be permitted
to include tables, charts, and other ma-
terial.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
f

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 181 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2107.

b 1320

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2107) making appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
with Mr. CALVERT, Chairman pro tem-
pore, in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee of the Whole rose on
Friday, July 11, 1997, a request for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
CHABOT] had been postponed and the
bill has been read through page 76, line
22.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I know some of my
colleagues will be interested in the
schedule, so I might advise the body
that it would be our intent to finish
the amendments this afternoon, what-
ever amount of time that takes. We
also have some limitations to debate.
Then any votes will be rolled until 5
o’clock. We presently have the vote on
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities pending, and I am sure there
will be some additional votes.

At 5 o’clock we will vote on the
amendments, and then it is my under-
standing from the leadership that they
would like to vote on the suspensions,
and the Journal, and then we would
hope to get to final passage on the In-
terior bill some time around 8 o’clock
tonight.

I might say to my colleagues I hope
that in the intervening time this after-

noon that they will take the oppor-
tunity to look at the bill. There are a
lot of good features in this bill. I am
pleased that we can say we are a little
under last year’s amount, but at the
same time we have taken care of a lot
of high priority items within the funds
provided in this bill.

It goes without saying we have doz-
ens and dozens of Member projects in
this bill. We had 2,000 requests from
Members for projects. Many of them
overlapped obviously. But we tried, as
much as possible, to prioritize these
without regard to party, or to region,
then simply make the best judgment
we could in light of the availability of
resources.

In terms of priorities, and I think
this is very important, we added $78
million to the National Parks; that is a
$78 million increase over last year, rec-
ognizing the pressures on the parks for
visitations, to manage those who would
seek the opportunity to visit our parks
and to ensure that they have a positive
experience.

We added $57 million for the National
Forest System. We are getting enor-
mous pressure on the national forests.
Most people do not realize how impor-
tant these lands are for the recreation
users. And I have repeated this fact
many times, but it bears another state-
ment, and that is that the National
Forest System has triple the visitor
days of the Park System. Why? Be-
cause it has available a multiplicity of
uses: We can hunt, we can fish, we can
camp, we can bird watch, we can hike.
In some areas we can run an all terrain
vehicle; some areas, a snowmobile, a
wide diversity of opportunities that are
available in the national forests.

And I think a very important point is
that the national forests provide an op-
portunity for family vacations, where
the individual has got a couple weeks,
can either rent or own a camper, go
into a national forest and spend a cou-
ple of weeks with his or her family get-
ting a better understanding of our nat-
ural heritage.

The allowable timber cut in our na-
tional forests, which this committee
establishes as a cap, has been declin-
ing. In 1990 it was more than 11 billion
board feet. Today it is down to 3.8 bil-
lion board feet.

And I would also point out in con-
junction with that that we are growing
each year 17 billion board feet, which
means that we have a net increase in
board feet in our national forests of al-
most 14 billion board feet.

Also, I think one of the good features
in this bill is that we have emphasized
forest health. We have a forest health
program to address the problem of in-
sects, of diseases, of the many things
that create problems for our national
forests, and we have recognized also
the President’s Northwest Forest Plan,
which was the result of a compromise
that President Clinton and Vice Presi-
dent Gore worked out some years ago,
and we have supported that with sig-
nificant dollars and language.
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We often do not think of wildlife ref-

uges necessarily in terms of visitors,
but they are vital to the preservation
of this Nation’s wildlife resources. We
have increased funding for the refugee
system by $42 million.

We have synificantly increased fund-
ing for the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund, $239 million, and I think
there are many other good features in
this bill, and I hope that our colleagues
will, all of them, take a look at it be-
tween now and the time we go to final
passage and recognize that in support-
ing this they are supporting a very re-
sponsible and a very productive ap-
proach to the challenges that confront
the Subcommittee on Interior.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GIBBONS.
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent to offer an amend-
ment which amends a portion of the
bill that has been previously read for
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. GIBBONS:
On page 14, line 4 before the words ‘‘water

rights’’ insert surface’’. On page 31, line 24
before the words ‘‘water rights’’ insert ‘‘sur-
face’’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the consideration of
the amendment en bloc to portions of
the bill already passed in the reading?

Mr. DICKS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, could the gen-
tleman explain to us what the amend-
ment is about?

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Nevada.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, yes. To
the gentleman from Washington, I
would be happy to explain.

This amendment simply is a small
technical amendment which changes a
phrase on page 14, line 14, to add the
word ‘‘surface’’ to ‘‘water rights,’’ and
let me explain by way of this.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Depart-
ment, the Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Indian Affairs are buying
and acquiring water rights in a specific
location in the Lahontan Valley for the
stillwater wildlife and for preservation
of an endangered species fish. They are
buying property with surface water
rights attached to them so that they
can acquire the water right, then take
away the water right and resell the
land.

The language in the bill itself pro-
vides that the Secretary cannot sell
any water rights attached to the land
when he puts it back up for resale after
his acquisition, after taking the sur-
face water rights away. All we want to
do is reassure the folks, and we have a
letter from the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to this effect, that he does not ob-
ject to this proposal, that what they
are selling is not land without any
water. There are surface water rights
and subsurface water rights. What we
are trying to do is preserve the right
for the Department of the Interior to
sell land which has subsurface water

rights like wellwater so that land can
be sold. In this area of Nevada land
without water is valueless.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I have
been assured that the Secretary of the
Interior has written a letter in support
of this.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

b 1330

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Nevada?

There was no objection.
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. GIBBONS. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Ohio.
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank

the gentleman for yielding to me.
We would have no objection to a lim-

ited amendment for the purpose de-
scribed by the gentleman from Nevada
[Mr. GIBBONS].

I think this is an important sentence
in the Department’s letter. It says,
‘‘The Department will consult with the
State and local jurisdictions, including
appropriate planning and regulatory
agencies and other interested persons,
concerning the sale of such lands.’’ We
have no objection. We think this is a
good amendment and support it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I in-
clude for the RECORD a letter of July
14, 1997, with regard to this matter:

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, July 14, 1997.

Hon. RALPH REGULA,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior and Relat-

ed Agencies, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. REGULA: Language was included
in the fiscal year 1998 appropriations re-
quests for the Department of the Interior in
two places to allow, generally, the sale of
lands and other real estate acquired inciden-
tal to the acquisition of water rights in the
Truckee and Carson River basins in Nevada
with the revenue from the sale to be depos-
ited to the Lahontan Valley and Pyramid
Lake Fish and Wildlife Fund for acquisition
of additional water rights for purposes relat-
ed to the initial acquisitions (i.e., restora-
tion of Lahontan Valley wetlands and recov-
ery of threatened and endangered fish at
Pyramid Lake). The two provisions, one for
the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the
other for the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA),
use parallel language with minor changes to
correspond to the two separate water-right
acquisition programs authorized. Both sets
of language stem from the fact that a major-
ity of water-right holders who want to sell
their irrigation water rights (and only pur-
chases from willing sellers are allowed) also
want to sell the land and other real estate
interests that go with the water rights. Ex-
cept in limited circumstances, the Depart-
ment of the Interior does not want to retain
the land and other realty interests but rath-
er wants to resell the land into the local pri-
vate market and apply the receipts to con-
tinuation of the water-right acquisition pro-
grams.

I am advised that three questions have
been raised with regard to this language.
This letter will address each of those in turn:

1. A question has been raised as to whether
the language in the pending appropriations
measure on page 14, line 4 for FWS and page

31, line 24 for BIA allowing for the sale of
land and interests in land ‘‘. . . other than
water rights . . .’’ means that rights to sub-
surface water could not be sold. Our under-
standing is that the only water other than
water-righted surface water acquired has
been water in domestic wells that is not
technically ‘‘water-righted.’’ In any case, it
was not the Department of the Interior’s in-
tent to transfer any rights to these wells to
the wetlands but, rather, to sell the domestic
wells along with the land and other inciden-
tal real property. A suggestion has been
made that the intent be clarified by adding
the word ‘‘surface’’ before ‘‘water rights’’ in
the language for both bureaus. The Depart-
ment of the Interior would have no objection
to a limited amendment for that purpose.

2. A question has also been raised as to
whether the revenue from the sale of lands
and interests in lands, other than surface
water rights, will be used exclusively for ac-
quisition of water rights tied to the original
purpose of the initial acquisition. In other
words, will revenue from the sale of lands ac-
quired incidental to acquiring water rights
for the Truckee River Water Quality Settle-
ment be used exclusively for further acquisi-
tion of water rights to carry out the Settle-
ment and, similarly, will such revenue from
the sale of lands acquired incidental to ac-
quiring water rights for the wetlands be used
exclusively for water rights acquisition for
the wetlands. The Department’s intent is
that the revenues be used exclusively for ac-
quisitions related to the purpose of the origi-
nal acquisitions. Accordingly, both bureaus
will be advised to use their respective reve-
nues exclusively in accord with this intent.

3. A question has also been raised as to
whether the Department of the Interior
would consult with the State of Nevada and
units of local government with regard to the
sale of lands and interests in lands under the
proposed provisions. Extensive consultation
has taken place previously with the state
and with local jurisdictions regarding the
purchase of lands under the wetlands res-
toration and endangered species recovery
programs. In implementing these sale provi-
sions, the Department will consult with the
state and local jurisdictions, including ap-
propriate planning and regulatory agencies,
and other interested persons concerning the
sale of such lands.

Sincerely,
BRUCE BABBETT.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Nevada [Mr.
GIBBONS].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

MATCHING GRANTS

To carry out the provisions of section
10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as
amended, $13,900,000, to remain available
until expended, of which $8,000,000 shall be
available to the National Endowment for the
Humanities for the purposes of section 7(h):
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available for obligation only in such
amounts as may be equal to the total
amounts of gifts, bequests, and devises of
money, and other property accepted by the
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment
under the provisions of subsections
11(a)(2)(B) and 11(a)(3)(B) during the current
and preceding fiscal years for which equal
amounts have not previously been appro-
priated.
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INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES

OFFICE OF MUSEUM SERVICES

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION

For carrying out Subtitle C of the Museum
and Library Services Act of 1996, $23,390,000,
to remain available until expended.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

None of the funds appropriated to the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities may be used to process any grant
or contract documents which do not include
the text of 18 U.S.C. 1913: Provided, That none
of the funds appropriated to the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
may be used for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses.

COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses made necessary by the Act
establishing a Commission of Fine Arts (40
U.S.C. 104), $907,000.

NATIONAL CAPITAL ARTS AND CULTURAL
AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses as authorized by
Public Law 99–190 (20 U.S.C. 956(a)), as
amended, $6,000,000.

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC
PRESERVATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (Public
Law 89–665, as amended), $2,700,000: Provided,
That none of these funds shall be available
for the compensation of Executive Level V or
higher positions.

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, as authorized by
the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 (40
U.S.C. 71–71i), including services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $5,700,000: Provided,
That all appointed members will be com-
pensated at a rate not to exceed the rate for
Executive Schedule Level IV: Provided fur-
ther, That beginning in fiscal year 1998 and
thereafter, the Commission is authorized to
charge fees to cover the full costs of Geo-
graphic Information System products and
services supplied by the Commission, and
such fees shall be credited to this account as
an offsetting collection, to remain available
until expended.

UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL
COUNCIL

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL

For expenses of the Holocaust Memorial
Council, as authorized by Public Law 96–388
(36 U.S.C. 1401), as amended, $31,707,000 of
which $1,575,000 for the Museum’s repair and
rehabilitation program and $1,264,000 for the
Museum’s exhibitions program shall remain
available until expended.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive Order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEC. 302. No part of any appropriation
under this Act shall be available to the Sec-
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of Ag-
riculture for the leasing of oil and natural
gas by noncompetitive bidding on publicly
owned lands within the boundaries of the
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois: Provided,
That nothing herein is intended to inhibit or
otherwise affect the sale, lease, or right to

access to minerals owned by private individ-
uals.

SEC. 303. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be available for any
activity or the publication or distribution of
literature that in any way tends to promote
public support or opposition to any legisla-
tive proposal on which congressional action
is not complete.

SEC. 304. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 305. None of the funds provided in this
Act to any department or agency shall be ob-
ligated or expended to provide a personal
cook, chauffeur, or other personal servants
to any officer or employee of such depart-
ment or agency except as otherwise provided
by law.

SEC. 306. No assessments may be levied
against any program, budget activity, sub-
activity, or project funded by this Act unless
advance notice of such assessments and the
basis therefor are presented to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations and are approved by
such Committees.

SEC. 307. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER-
ICAN ACT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
funds the entity will comply with sections 2
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41
U.S.C. 10a–10c; popularly known as the ‘‘Buy
American Act’’).

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 308. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale tim-
ber from trees classified as giant sequoia
(Sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo-
cated on National Forest System or Bureau
of Land Management lands in a manner dif-
ferent than such sales were conducted in fis-
cal year 1995.

SEC. 309. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be obligated or expended by
the National Park Service to enter into or
implement a concession contract which per-
mits or requires the removal of the under-
ground lunchroom at the Carlsbad Caverns
National Park.

SEC. 310. Beginning in fiscal year 1998 and
thereafter, where the actual costs of con-
struction projects under self-determination
contracts, compacts, or grants, pursuant to
Public Laws 93–638, 103–413, or 100–297, are

less than the estimated costs thereof, use of
the resulting excess funds shall be deter-
mined by the appropriate Secretary after
consultation with the tribes.

SEC. 311. Notwithstanding Public Law 103–
413, quarterly payments of funds to tribes
and tribal organizations under annual fund-
ing agreements pursuant to section 108 of
Public Law 93–638, as amended, beginning in
fiscal year 1998 and therafter, may be made
on the first business day following the first
day of a fiscal quarter.

SEC. 312. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used for the AmeriCorps program, unless the
relevant agencies of the Department of the
Interior and/or Agriculture follow appro-
priate reprogramming guidelines: Provided,
That if no funds are provided for the
AmeriCorps program by the VA–HUD and
Independent Agencies fiscal year 1998 appro-
priations bill, then none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act may be used for the AmeriCorps pro-
grams.

SEC. 313. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used (1) to demolish the
bridge between Jersey City, New Jersey, and
Ellis Island; or (2) to prevent pedestrian use
of such bridge, when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that such pedestrian
use is consistent with generally accepted
safety standards.

SEC. 314. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated or expended to accept
or process applications for a patent for any
mining or mill site claim located under the
general mining laws.

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not apply if the Secretary of the Interior de-
termines that, for the claim concerned: (1) a
patent application was filed with the Sec-
retary on or before September 30, 1994, and
(2) all requirements established under sec-
tions 2325 and 2326 of the Revised Statutes (30
U.S.C. 29 and 30) for vein or lode claims and
sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and 2333 of the Re-
vised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 35, 36, and 37) for
placer claims, and section 2337 of the Revised
Statutes (30 U.S.C. 42) for mill site claims, as
the case may be, were fully complied with by
the applicant by that date.

(c) On September 30, 1998, the Secretary of
the Interior shall file with the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations and
the Committee on Resources of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources of the United
States Senate a report on actions taken by
the Department under the plan submitted
pursuant to section 314(c) of the Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1997 (Public Law 104–208).

(d) MINERAL EXAMINATIONS.—In order to
process patent applications in a timely and
responsible manner, upon the request of a
patent applicant, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall allow the applicant to fund a quali-
fied third-party contractor to be selected by
the Bureau of Land Management to conduct
a mineral examination of the mining claims
or mill sites contained in a patent applica-
tion as set forth in subsection (b). The Bu-
reau of Land Management shall have the sole
responsibility to choose and pay the third-
party contractor in accordance with the
standard procedures employed by the Bureau
of Land Management in the retention of
third-party contractors.

SEC. 315. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used for the purposes of acquiring lands in
the counties of Gallia, Lawrence, Monroe, or
Washington, Ohio, for the Wayne National
Forest.

SEC. 316. None of the funds available to the
Department of the Interior or the Depart-
ment of Agriculture by this or any other Act
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may be used to prepare, promulgate, imple-
ment, or enforce any interim or final rule or
regulation pursuant to Title VIII of the Alas-
ka National Interest Lands Conservation Act
to assert jurisdiction, management, or con-
trol over any waters (other than non-navi-
gable waters on Federal lands), non-Federal
lands, or lands selected by, but not conveyed
to, the State of Alaska pursuant to the Sub-
merged Lands Act of 1953 or the Alaska
Statehood Act, or an Alaska Native Corpora-
tion pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act.

SEC. 317. No funds appropriated under this
or any other Act shall be used to review or
modify sourcing areas previously approved
under section 490(c)(3) of the Forest Re-
sources Conservation and Shortage Relief
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101–382) or to enforce
or implement Federal regulations 36 CFR
part 223 promulgated on September 8, 1995.
The regulations and interim rules in effect
prior to September 8, 1995 (36 CFR 223.48, 36
CFR 223.87, 36 CFR 223 subpart D, 36 CFR 223
subpart F, and 36 CFR 261.6) shall remain in
effect. The Secretary of Agriculture or the
Secretary of the Interior shall not adopt any
policies concerning Public Law 101–382 or ex-
isting regulations that would restrain do-
mestic transportation or processing of tim-
ber from private lands or impose additional
accountability requirements on any timber.
The Secretary of Commerce shall extend
until September 30, 1998, the order issued
under section 491(b)(2)(A) of Public Law 101–
382 and shall issue an order under section
491(b)(2)(B) of such law that will be effective
October 1, 1998.

SEC. 318. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be expended or obli-
gated to fund the activities of the western
director and special assistant to the Sec-
retary within the Office of the Secretary of
Agriculture.

SEC. 319. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, for fiscal year 1998 the Secretar-
ies of Agriculture and Interior are author-
ized to limit competition for watershed res-
toration project contracts as part of the
‘‘Jobs in the Woods’’ component of the Presi-
dent’s Forest Plan for the Pacific Northwest
to individuals and entities in historically
timber-dependent areas in the States of
Washington, Oregon, and northern California
that have been affected by reduced timber
harvesting on Federal lands.

SEC. 320. Section 101(c) of Public Law 104–
134 is amended as follows: Under the heading
‘‘TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS’’
amend section 315(c)(1), subsections (A) and
(B) by striking each of those subsections and
inserting in lieu thereof:

‘‘(A) Eighty percent to a special account in
the Treasury for use without further appro-
priation, by the agency which administers
the site, to remain available for expenditure
in accordance with paragraph (2)(A).

‘‘(B) Twenty percent to a special account
in the Treasury for use without further ap-
propriation, by the agency which admin-
isters the site, to remain available for ex-
penditure in accordance with paragraph
(2)(B).’’

SEC. 321. None of the funds collected under
the Recreational Fee Demonstration pro-
gram may be used to plan, design, or con-
struct a visitor center or any other perma-
nent structure without prior approval of the
House and the Senate Committees on Appro-
priations.

SEC. 322. Section 303(d)(1) of Public Law 96–
451 (16 U.S.C. 1606a(d)(1)) is amended by in-
serting before the semicolon the following:
‘‘and other forest stand improvement activi-
ties to enhance forest health and reduce haz-
ardous fuel loads of forest stands in the Na-
tional Forest System’’.

SEC. 323. The Secretaries of Agriculture
and Interior, in their conducting the Interior

Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project, including both the Eastside Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and the
Upper Columbia River Basin Ecosystem
Management Strategy Draft Environmental
Impact Statement as described in a Federal
Register notice on January 15, 1997 (Vol. 62,
No. 10, page 2176) (hereinafter ‘‘Project’’),
shall analyze the economic and social condi-
tions, and culture and customs of commu-
nities at the sub-basin level of analysis with-
in the project area to the extent practicable
and delineate the impacts the alternatives
will have on the communities in the 164 sub-
basins. The project managers shall release
this more thorough analysis for public re-
view as an addition to the draft environ-
mental impact statements for the project,
and incorporate this analysis and public
comments to this analysis in any final envi-
ronmental impact statements and record of
decisions generated by the project.

SEC. 324. Notwithstanding section 904(b) of
Public Law 104–333, hereafter, the Heritage
Area established under section 904 of title IX
of division II of Public Law 104–333 shall in-
clude any portion of a city, town, or village
within an area specified in section 904(b)(2)
of that Act only to the extent that the gov-
ernment of the city, town, or village, in a
resolution of the governing board or council,
agrees to be included and submits the resolu-
tion to the Secretary of the Interior and the
management entities for the Heritage Area
and to the extent such resolution is not sub-
sequently revoked in the same manner.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAPO

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CRAPO:
Page 89, after line 15, insert the fol-

lowing new title:
TITLE IV—DEFICIT REDUCTION LOCK-

BOX
SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Deficit Re-
duction Lock-box Act of 1997’’.
SEC. 402. DEFICIT REDUCTION LOCK-BOX LEDG-

ER.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF LEDGER.—Title III of

the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

‘‘DEFICIT REDUCTION LOCK-BOX LEDGER

‘‘SEC. 314. (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF LEDGER.—
The Director of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice (hereinafter in this section referred to as
the ‘Director’) shall maintain a ledger to be
known as the ‘Deficit Reduction Lock-box
Ledger’. The Ledger shall be divided into en-
tries corresponding to the subcommittees of
the Committees on Appropriations. Each
entry shall consist of three parts: the ‘House
Lock-box Balance’; the ‘Senate Lock-box
Balance’; and the ‘Joint House-Senate Lock-
box Balance’.

‘‘(b) COMPONENTS OF LEDGER.—Each com-
ponent in an entry shall consist only of
amounts credited to it under subsection (c).
No entry of a negative amount shall be
made.

‘‘(c) CREDIT OF AMOUNTS TO LEDGER.—(1)
The Director shall, upon the engrossment of
any appropriation bill by the House of Rep-
resentatives and upon the engrossment of
that bill by the Senate, credit to the applica-
ble entry balance of that House amounts of
new budget authority and outlays equal to
the net amounts of reductions in new budget
authority and in outlays resulting from
amendments agreed to by that House to that
bill.

‘‘(2) The Director shall, upon the engross-
ment of Senate amendments to any appro-
priation bill, credit to the applicable Joint
House-Senate Lock-box Balance the amounts
of new budget authority and outlays equal
to—

‘‘(A) an amount equal to one-half of the
sum of (i) the amount of new budget author-
ity in the House Lock-box Balance plus (ii)
the amount of new budget authority in the
Senate Lock-box Balance for that bill; and

‘‘(B) an amount equal to one-half of the
sum of (i) the amount of outlays in the
House Lock-box Balance plus (ii) the amount
of outlays in the Senate Lock-box Balance
for that bill.

‘‘(3) CALCULATION OF LOCK-BOX SAVINGS IN
SENATE.—For purposes of calculating under
this section the net amounts of reductions in
new budget authority and in outlays result-
ing from amendments agreed to by the Sen-
ate on an appropriation bill, the amend-
ments reported to the Senate by its Commit-
tee on Appropriations shall be considered to
be part of the original text of the bill.

‘‘(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ’appropriation bill’ means any gen-
eral or special appropriation bill, and any
bill or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions through the end of a fiscal year.’’.

‘‘(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table
of contents set forth in section 1(b) of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 313 the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 314. Deficit reduction lock-box ledg-
er.’’.

SEC. 403. TALLY DURING HOUSE CONSIDER-
ATION.

There shall be available to Members in the
House of Representatives during consider-
ation of any appropriations bill by the House
a running tally of the amendments adopted
reflecting increases and decreases of budget
authority in the bill as reported.
SEC. 404. DOWNWARD ADJUSTMENT OF 602(a) AL-

LOCATIONS AND SECTION 602(b)
SUBALLOCATIONS.

(a) ALLOCATIONS.—Section 602(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(5) Upon the engrossment of Senate
amendments to any appropriation bill (as de-
fined in section 314(d)) for a fiscal year, the
amounts allocated under paragraph (1) or (2)
to the Committee on Appropriations of each
House upon the adoption of the most recent
concurrent resolution on the budget for that
fiscal year shall be adjusted downward by
the amounts credited to the applicable Joint
House-Senate Lock-box Balance under sec-
tion 314(c)(2). The revised levels of budget
authority and outlays shall be submitted to
each House by the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Budget of that House and shall be
printed in the Congressional Record.’’.

(b) SUBALLOCATIONS.—Section 602(b)(1) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new sentence: ‘‘Whenever an adjustment is
made under subsection (a)(5) to an allocation
under that subsection, the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations of each House
shall make downward adjustments in the
most recent suballocations of new budget au-
thority and outlays under subparagraph (A)
to the appropriate subcommittees of that
committee in the total amounts of those ad-
justments under section 314(c)(2). The revised
suballocations shall be submitted to each
House by the Chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations of that House and shall be
printed in the Congressional Record.’’.
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SEC. 405. PERIODIC REPORTING OF LEDGER

STATEMENTS.
Section 308(b)(1) of the Congressional

Budget Act of 1974 is amended by adding at
the end the following new sentence: ‘‘Such
reports shall also include an up-to-date tab-
ulation of the amounts contained in the
ledger and each entry established by section
314(a).’’.
SEC. 406. DOWNWARD ADJUSTMENT OF DISCRE-

TIONARY SPENDING LIMITS.
The discretionary spending limits for new

budget authority and outlays for any fiscal
year set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1997, as adjusted in
strict conformance with section 251 of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, shall be reduced by the
amounts set forth in the final regular appro-
priation bill for that fiscal year or joint reso-
lution making continuing appropriations
through the end of that fiscal year. Those
amounts shall be the sums of the Joint
House-Senate Lock-box Balances for that fis-
cal year, as calculated under section 602(a)(5)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That
bill or joint resolution shall contain the fol-
lowing statement of law: ‘‘As required by
section 406 of the Deficit Reduction Lock-box
Act of 1997, for fiscal year [insert appropriate
fiscal year] and each outyear, the adjusted
discretionary spending limit for new budget
authority shall be reduced by $ [insert appro-
priate amount of reduction] and the adjusted
discretionary limit for outlays shall be re-
duced by $ [insert appropriate amount of re-
duction] for the budget year and each out-
year.’’ Notwithstanding section 904(c) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, section 306
of that Act as it applies to this statement
shall be waived. This adjustment shall be re-
flected in reports under sections 254(g) and
254(h) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.
SEC. 407. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—This title shall apply to
all appropriation bills making appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1998 or any subsequent
fiscal year.

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘appropriation bill’’ means any
general or special appropriation bill, and any
bill or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions through the end of a fiscal year.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 181, the gen-
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] and a
Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO].

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we are here, I think
for the fourth time, to debate the criti-
cal lockbox legislation which will cor-
rect one of the more significant prob-
lems in our current budgetary process.

Before I describe this legislation, the
amendment, I want to first of all give
thanks to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. FOLEY] and the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. HARMAN] who both
have, because of their schedules, been
unable to be here on the floor today
but are strong supporters and have
been with us from the outset in fight-
ing to make sure this critical legisla-
tion makes it not only to the floor
once again, but ultimately becomes
law.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FOLEY] has been a tireless fighter for

deficit reduction, and the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. HARMAN] has been
with us from the outset, showing this
is a strong bipartisan effort to correct
a serious problem in the budget process
we have.

What is that problem? I indicated
earlier, this is the fourth time we have
brought this legislation before the
House. Each time it has passed re-
soundingly, with votes well in excess of
300 votes. The problem that has been
addressed, and hopefully one of these
times we will be able to make it
through not only the House but
through the conference committee and
send it to the President for his signa-
ture, which we expect would be forth-
coming, the problem is simply this: As
we put together our budgets each year
and as we debate and vote on motions
to restrict spending, cut spending, or
eliminate spending on various pro-
grams or projects, all that happens
when we succeed in paring back the
budget in those votes is that the fund-
ing for those projects becomes free and
available to be shifted into other
spending. It does not necessarily go to
deficit reduction, and in most cases
does not go to deficit reduction.

This bill would be very simple, but is
very needed. It would require that
when the House and the Senate both
make the same cuts, so that both the
House and Senate have agreed to elimi-
nate spending in a particular program
or project area, that those cuts go into
a lockbox, and in conference those
funds cannot then be siphoned off or
moved into other spending. They must
be dedicated to deficit reduction.

If there are different amounts be-
tween the House and Senate, the con-
ference committee has the freedom to
decide a figure between the two
amounts, but the conference commit-
tee is required to allocate those fund-
ing reductions to the deficit.

Mr. Chairman, some Members have
said, well, why not allow us, if we want
to make a cut or a reduction in spend-
ing, to designate that to some other
program if we so choose? This legisla-
tion allows that. It simply says that if
Members want to shift spending in-
stead of cut spending, then they have
to say so in their amendment. If they
do not say so, then we assume, as most
debate assumes, that the cuts or the
reductions are specified for deficit re-
duction. I think it is a very valuable
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we have
no problem on this side with the
amendment. We are prepared to accept
it.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
claim time on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am not quite sure I
understand the gentleman’s amend-

ment fully. As we pass this bill and the
Senate passes its bill and we agree on
a reduction, the gentleman’s amend-
ment would require that we cannot use
that money of the reduced amount for
any other program. Is that a correct
interpretation?

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Yes, Mr. Chairman, that
is a correct interpretation, with this
explanation. If the Member bringing
the amendment wants the funding to
be utilized in another program, he can
easily do so in the amendment. But
most of the time when we debate these
matters, they are debated as though
they were budget issues and we are re-
ducing unnecessary spending. This
amendment says if we do not designate
it to another spending source, then the
conference committee is not allowed to
redesignate it to another source. It is
designated to the deficit.

Mr. YATES. If I understand the pur-
pose of the amendment, it is to reduce
the deficit. Is that correct?

Mr. CRAPO. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. YATES. Why, then, Mr. Chair-
man, I would ask the gentleman, is his
party advocating the tax reduction
bill? Will that not increase the deficit?

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman, because as he
knows, we have a strong difference of
opinion on both sides of the aisle with
regard to tax reduction and what im-
pacts it will have on revenue.

Take, for example, the capital gains
tax reduction. Many of us believe very
strongly that that tax cut is going to
actually free up and stimulate the
economy sufficiently to generate more
tax revenue. The bottom line is that
the tax debate is not this debate, and
although many of us support tax cuts,
we also support a good fiscal control
over the spending habits of this Con-
gress. That is what this amendment
would address.

Mr. YATES. Personally, Mr. Chair-
man, I support neither tax cut, and I
support reducing the deficit.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment offered by
my friend MIKE CRAPO to add the bipartisan
deficit reduction lockbox amendment to the
1998 Interior appropriations bill.

As the lead Democratic sponsor of the
Crapo-Harman deficit reduction lockbox bill,
H.R. 126, I also want to thank the Rules Com-
mittee and, in particular, its chairman, JERRY
SOLOMON, for making the request by the gen-
tleman from Florida, Mr. FOLEY, and me in
order.

Deficit hawks—listen up. As the mother of
the deficit reduction lockbox, passage of this
amendment is imperative now—at the front-
end of the appropriations process, or we will
again mislead our constituents who think a cut
means a cut when, in fact, a cut in one spend-
ing program is reallocated to another bill’s
spending program.

The House has on three occasions over-
whelmingly passed the deficit reduction
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lockbox, twice as amendments to appropria-
tions bills and once as a free-standing bill,
H.R. 1162. Regrettably, the other body failed
to match our efforts and the measures died
with the adjournment of the 104th Congress.

Mr. Chairman, the deficit reduction lockbox
is a very simple mechanism. When Members
vote for floor amendments to cut spending,
under current budget rules, the savings gen-
erated can later be earmarked and spent by
the Appropriations Committee on other pro-
grams. With the enactment of the lockbox, a
separate account is created in each appropria-
tion bill into which savings from cutting
amendments are deposited. Those savings
cannot be respent or reused by the Appropria-
tions Committee.

During the fiscal 1997 appropriations proc-
ess, the House adopted floor amendments
cutting nearly $1 billion in spending. That bil-
lion dollars could have been locked for deficit
reduction as the proponents of the amend-
ments intended.

A table prepared at my request by the Con-
gressional Research Service shows that $40
million in energy and water cuts ware repro-
grammed, $543 million in national security
cuts were reprogrammed, and $349 million in
VA–HUD cuts were reprogrammed.

Mr. Chairman, without lockbox, more than
large sums of money are at stake. So are our
reputations. As the Rules Committee said in
its report accompanying last year’s lockbox
bill:

Not only is (the Lock-box) important for
fiscal accountability, but it is also impor-
tant to the credibility of the Congress with
the American people. The Committee strong-
ly believes that our procedures should make
it clear that a cut is really a cut . . . (and
the Lock-box) . . . meets this requirement.

The lockbox is supported by a broad biparti-
san group of deficit hawks both here in the
House and among the public. Fiscal watchdog
groups like Americans for Tax Reform, Citi-
zens Against Government Waste, the National
Taxpayers Union, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the Concord Coalition and Citizens for
a Sound Economy have strongly endorsed this
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, show me—and our constitu-
ents—the money. Vote for the Crapo-Harman-
Foley deficit reduction lockbox amendment to
the Interior Appropriations Act so we can get
it into conference with the Senate.

Table 1. Total savings of House adopted amend-
ments reducing budget authority, by FY 1997
regular appropriations bill

[In millions of dollars]

Bill Amount

Agriculture .................................. (1)

Commerce-Justice-State ............. (1)

District of Columbia .................... (1)

Energy and Water Development .. $40.573

Foreign Operations ...................... 2.525

Interior ........................................ (1)

Labor-Health and Human Serv-
ices-Education .......................... (1)

Legislative Branch ...................... (1)

Military Construction ................. (1)

National Security ........................ 2 543.000

Transportation ............................ (1)

Treasury-Postal Service .............. 3 2.000

Bill Amount
Veterans’ Affairs-Housing and

Urban Development .................. 4 349.000

Total ................................... $937.098
1 The House did not adopt any amendments to this

bill reducing budget authority.
2 Most of the reduction of appropriations ($508 mil-

lion) was contained in the floor manager’s amend-
ment to comply with the recently adopted 602(b)
spending ceilings.

3 The House adopted an amendment denying an FY
1997 cost-of-living allowance for Members of Con-
gress, senior executive branch officials, and Federal
judges. An accurate estimate of the amount of the
savings from the amendment was excluded from
Table 1. The amount provided for the Treasury-Post-
al Service bill in Table 1 represents the total savings
from the only amendment adopted that reduced a
specific amount of budget authority, $2 million.

4 The House adopted two amendments. Each
amendment increased budget authority for certain
activities and decreased budget authority for other
activities. However, the net effect of each amend-
ment was a reduction in budget authority.

Sources: Congressional Records, vol. 142, 1996; and
each of the 13 FY 1997 regular appropriations bill
(House Appropriations Committee’s reported ver-
sion).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the deficit reduc-
tion lockbox is an idea that, when adopted, will
genuinely lower our Nation’s deficit and benefit
every American’s pocketbook.

Had the lockbox been in place during the
appropriations process last year we would
have saved the taxpayer almost $1 billion.

I expect you’ll see Mr. CRAPO, Ms. HARMAN,
and myself a few more times this year unless
this measure is permanently adopted.

As Members of Congress, we work hard
and round up the votes to eliminate unneces-
sary spending only to have the savings swept
away by another Member and utilized for their
pet project.

This institution has played that kind of shell-
and-pea game in the appropriations process
for years—we shift money from shell to shell
with such speed and agility that our baffled
constituents soon lose track of the funds.

They have a right to know that a cut is a cut
and we have a right to expect our hard work
toward reducing the deficit will amount to
something more than a bank account to fi-
nance pork-barrel spending.

Simply put, this amendment will guarantee
that the spending cuts approved in this appro-
priations bill would be designated for deficit re-
duction.

Our national debt isn’t going away any time
soon, but a small step like this is at least a
step in the right direction to reduce it.

We should close this legislative loophole.
We have to get serious about deficit reduc-

tion and fulfill the pledge we made to our con-
stituents to reduce the debt our children will
ultimately be responsible for.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the
gentleman from Idaho yielding me time and I
rise in strong support of his Lockbox amend-
ment. I want to also commend him for his
leadership and persistence in this effort.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a new concept—
the House overwhelmingly voted three times
in support of the Lockbox. The proposal, origi-
nally introduced by Mr. CRAPO, went through a
thorough vetting process in the Rules Commit-
tee during the 104th Congress. We worked
hard to smooth the rough edges and resolve
the various technical problems. The end result
is the proposal before us—and I am proud to
have played a part in getting us to this point.
The Lockbox simply makes sense. In the real
world, when you say you are going to spend
less money, you should spend less money.

Only in Washington can you say you are cut-
ting spending and then allow the money to
mysteriously reappear for spending some-
where else. It is disingenuous; it hurts the tax-
payer; and it contributes to the cynical popular
view of this body. The idea is simple—create
a deficit reduction account to ensure that hard
fought spending cuts are realized. When the
House votes to save money—the Lockbox
mechanism ensures that the money will truly
be saved. Simple though it seems, we have
had some resistance to this idea in the other
body and I urge the ‘‘mothers’’ and ‘‘fathers’’
of the Lockbox in the House to continue to
press our friends over there to look favorably
on this proposal. On the larger subject of re-
forming our budget process, as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Legislative and Budget
Process, I am continuing to work with Chair-
man SOLOMON, Chairman KASICH, and other
interested members to develop a more rational
and understandable approach to how we
spend the Nation’s money and enforce our
commitments to balance the Federal books.

In the interim, this is a good amendment
and I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Idaho, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Idaho [Mr.
CRAPO].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, on that I
demand a recorded vote, and pending
that I make a point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 181, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Idaho [Mr.
CRAPO] will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

Are there further amendments?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. ISTOOK:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used by the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs to transfer any land into trust
under section 5 of the Indian Reorganization
Act (25 U.S.C. 465), or any other Federal stat-
ute that does not explicitly denominate and
identify a specific tribe or specific property,
except when it is made known to the Federal
official having authority to obligate or ex-
pend such funds that—

(1) a binding agreement is in place between
the tribe that will have jurisdiction over the
land to be taken into trust and the appro-
priate State and local officials; and

(2) such agreement provides, for as long as
the land is held in trust, for the collection
and payment, by any retail establishment lo-
cated on the land to be taken into trust, of
State and local sales and excise taxes, in-
cluding any special tax on motor fuel, to-
bacco, or alcohol, on any retail item sold to
any nonmember of the tribe for which the
land is held in trust, or an agreed upon pay-
ment in lieu of such taxes.
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Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-

sent that total debate on the amend-
ment be limited to 30 minutes, equally
divided, 15 minutes per side.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I object
to the limitation of time on this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

b 1345

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CALVERT). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, did the
gentleman offer what was known as
amendment No. 2? I was not clear. I
had an amendment that I thought he
was offering and when it got read, it
was something different.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this is
Istook-Visclosky, which is the Indian
amendment, so-called.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, if that is
the case, I rise to a point of order
against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Since
there has been no recognition for de-
bate the gentleman is timely and will
state his point of order.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against this amendment
because it proposes to change existing
law and therefore violates clause 2 of
House rule XXI. The rule states in per-
tinent part, ‘‘no amendment to a gen-
eral appropriation bill shall be in order
if changing existing law.’’

The amendment first gives affirma-
tive direction, in effect. Second, it im-
poses additional duties. Third, it modi-
fies existing powers and duties. And
fourth, it modifies existing law.

The Istook-Visclosky amendment
prohibits the Secretary of the Interior
from taking land into trust for an In-
dian tribal government unless the tribe
negotiates a binding agreement with
State and local governments for collec-
tion and payment of State and local
sales and excise taxes on retail pur-
chases made on that land by nontribal
members. The amendment also applies
similar restrictions on the Secretary’s
authority to take land into trust for
individual Indians.

The Istook-Visclosky amendment
constitutes a violation of clause 2 of
House rule XXI, and I would ask that
the Chair give a ruling on this point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK] wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I would
note this is the identical amendment
that was offered and withstood a point
of order last year on the House floor
and was enacted by this House 212 to
206.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
KENNEDY] wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to second the
Parliamentarian’s request that we re-
view this amendment and concur with
the gentleman from Arizona that this
amendment is not in proper order.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES] wish to be heard on the point of
order?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I raise
the same point of order that was raised
by the gentleman from Arizona and
cite the same reason; namely, that it is
legislation on an appropriation bill and
therefore out of order.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair is prepared to rule.

Pursuant to clause 2(c) of rule XXI,
as amended in the 105th Congress, an
amendment to a general appropriation
bill changing existing law is defined to
include an amendment making the
availability of funds contingent upon
the receipt or possession of informa-
tion not required by existing law for
the period of the appropriation. Prece-
dents to the contrary from prior Con-
gresses are no longer dispositive. The
amendment thus constitutes legisla-
tion and is in violation of clause 2(c) of
rule XXI.

The Chair sustains the point of order.
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, for clari-

fication may I inquire of the Chair, is
it correct that the point of order is sus-
tained even though the amendment is
the same as last year because of a revi-
sion in the House rules from last year
to this year?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman is correct.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. ISTOOK:
Page 89, after line 15, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 325. None of the funds made available

in this Act may be used to carry out the pro-
visions of section 5 of the Act of June 18, 1934
(25 U.S.C. 465; commonly known as the ‘‘In-
dian Reorganization Act’’), or the first sec-
tion of the Act of June 26, 1936 (25 U.S.C. 501
et seq.), to acquire, through relinquishment,
gift, exchange, or assignment, any interest
in lands or surface rights to lands, outside of
existing Indian reservations.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I would
note this amendment is offered on be-
half of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. VISCLOSKY] and myself, and again
I ask unanimous consent that total de-
bate on this amendment be limited to
30 minutes, to be divided equally 15
minutes per side.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I will
speak from the well on this.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is of-
fered to address the same problem that
this House addressed last year by a

vote of 212 to 206. It is based upon a
very simple principle. All people should
be equal in the eyes of the law. We
should not say that some person should
be entitled to evade their taxes because
they make a purchase at a place that
does not wish to follow the law and
does not collect taxes that are due on
certain commodities. Usually it hap-
pens to be fuel, gasoline, diesel for
automobiles. It is cigarettes. It is alco-
hol. It is other items that are pur-
chased that normally have a sales tax.

Mr. Chairman, about $1 billion a year
that is supposed to go to State and
local governments to support roads, to
pay for schools, to pay for hospitals, to
pay for public health and public safety
is being evaded with the complicity of
the Federal Government. Why? Be-
cause the Bureau of Indian Affairs is
transferring land at the request of In-
dian tribes to what is called tribal
trust status, which makes it Federal
Government property operated by an
Indian tribe which has gotten this land
not because it is part of their historic
property, not because it is any land
that had special significance. It may
not even be in the same State where
the tribe has ever been. It may be hun-
dreds of miles away from any other
tribal property.

But it is in a prime location for traf-
fic, and they erect there convenience
stores and gasoline stations to take ad-
vantage of their failure to collect the
taxes because the U.S. Supreme Court
has ruled that although taxes are due
on the transactions, on the sales to
nonmembers of the tribes, they have
not granted the States an enforcement
mechanism, and that is up to Congress.
The tribes have no sovereign immu-
nity, the Supreme Court says, but Con-
gress has not acted.

Mr. Chairman, if you could buy your
gasoline at two locations and one is
being operated by an Indian tribe
which refuses to help collect the tax
and the other operated by someone
else, you will find that on average it is
26 cents a gallon less if you go to the
one where the tribe is assisting the tax
evasion. If you are buying a pack of
cigarettes, on average around this
country it is 41 cents a pack less on a
purchase of cigarettes. No wonder a
person that is trying to play fair and
live by the rules and obey the law, that
is trying to compete, finds that they
cannot because the Federal Govern-
ment is helping them to acquire the
prime real estate locations with no re-
lation to Indian tradition or custom or
heritage but with only one thought in
mind: They want the extra money.

It is huge. New York State estimates
they are losing over $100 million a year
already, and my State of Oklahoma,
the total loss is in the vicinity of $30 to
$40 million a year already and it is ac-
celerating year after year after year.

This amendment very simply says we
are going to have a moratorium on
that sort of thing until we can get a
handle on it, until we can reinstate the
principle of fair play.
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Mr. Chairman, if you look at some of

the advertisements that they run in
newspapers, grand opening, for exam-
ple, of this particular facility in Okla-
homa in this newspaper ad, they were
not charging the tax on cigarettes. The
U.S. Supreme Court says the pur-
chaser, for example, still owes the tax,
but they are not helping collect it as
all other merchants are required to do
by law. They do not collect it on beer,
on gasoline.

No wonder legitimate operators find
that they cannot compete. No wonder
that people from the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, or the National Federation
of Retailers, or Governors of State
after State, or the National League of
Cities and the National Association of
Governors have all said we need this
legislation.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
VISCLOSKY] and I have sponsored House
bill 1168 which puts in place the protec-
tive mechanism. We have even been de-
nied a hearing so we have to come with
this amendment to try to work on the
travesty, on the tax evasion. That is
what it is, pure and simple, do not take
my word for it. Take the word of the
U.S. Supreme Court that has said that
is what is at issue. It is tax evasion
which is illegal.

Mr. Chairman, the adoption of this
amendment is simply a fair play
amendment. It is saying that the U.S.
Government will no longer be a party
to the widespread tax evasion that not
only is taking honest people who try to
compete and putting them out of busi-
ness, but it is draining the resources
and the opportunities in State and
local government.

I ask adoption of the amendment.
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

opposition to the amendment.
Mr. Chairman, there is one basic fal-

lacy in the argument of the gentleman
from Oklahoma, and that is to equate
Indian tribes with individual people.
Indian tribes are sovereign nations.
They are entitled to make the laws
that they want to with respect to their
trust lands. If they do want to sell mer-
chandise and not charge State taxes,
they can do that.

It is true that they find themselves
in a favorable position as against other
merchants who have to charge taxes,
but the same rule is applicable to other
States in the Union. There is no reason
why the gentleman should not make
the same attack for the States sur-
rounding the State of Oklahoma be-
cause they, too, have the right to
charge whatever taxes they want to
charge. If they choose not to charge
any taxes, that is their right as well.
Indian tribes have been recognized as
having those powers.

The Department of the Interior
strongly opposes this measure. It
would infringe upon tribal sovereignty.
It would impede the 60-year Federal
policy of promoting tribal economic
self-governing. On this appropriation
subcommittee over the years we have
tried to formulate procedures that will

permit the Indian tribes to benefit and
to foster their self-government. This
would abolish all recognition of that
kind. It would say that the Indian
tribes are no different than any other
American people and, as a matter of
fact, that they are not States. They
have been recognized as States by the
courts.

So, Mr. Chairman, this is an invasion
of Indian sovereignty, and the Indians
have suffered enough over the years.
This is another attack upon their right
to self-sufficiency and to self-govern-
ment. I urge opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support and concur with the remarks
of my colleague, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. YATES], the ranking mem-
ber.

Furthermore, this amendment has
nothing to do with the tax structure
that exists. It makes a direct attack on
trust lands. The fact is in my home
State of Minnesota the native Amer-
ican groups have often lost much of the
land that was trusted to them, ceded to
them under treaties. This would put a
moratorium on any type of action that
might take place with regard to acquir-
ing the lands that they initially had or
other lands that would provide for a
reservation or the economic viability
of those reservation the native Amer-
ican people. This is a mean-spirited
amendment.

As far as that goes, the ranking
member, the gentleman from Illinois is
exactly right. We have South Dakota
advertising that they offer various tax
benefits, so this goes on quite regu-
larly. It is true that many of these na-
tive American groups do of course im-
pose taxes or other means of raising
money from various sources, except it
goes back to that native American
group. In fact, they at times agree to
collect a portion of the sales tax or all
of the sales tax. The native American
groups provide law enforcement. They
make many contributions on a vol-
untary basis.

The fact is that this amendment is
an argument over power. This is an ar-
gument over the basic sovereign power
of these independent Native American
groups. That is what this amendment
represents. The fact is that there are
more of us than there are of these mi-
nority group native Americans today,
but the fact is that we have made a
commitment, a series of treaties, to re-
spect the dignity, the governance, the
culture, the lifestyle of native Amer-
ican groups.

I think finally now, with some of the
activities that are going forward with-
in the law, obviously, there is a means
to address and redress these problems;
that is, to sit down at a negotiating
table, as many States have done, and
deal with compacts; to come to an
agreement with the native American

groups just as States do with one an-
other.

b 1400
We need to learn to live with the

type of pluralism that is present in our
Nation. That is the epitome of what
this Nation is about. It is such plural-
ism that defines us, and it is high time
we recognize the same.

These various groups that I’ve heard
listed in favor of the Istook amend-
ment, supposedly the defenders of the
free enterprise system, ironically are
very anxious to eliminate the competi-
tion to their ventures and to their prof-
it.

That is what this particular amend-
ment is targeted to, but on the face of
it it stops in place the trust transfers
of native American lands. That is
wrong, it should be avoided, we should
not let that go forward. This is an
amendment that is trying to do some-
thing indirectly that it cannot address
directly. They should directly address
the native American sovereignty,
which all of us have worked for. Is it
perfect? No, but we will not get there
by pulling the rug out from under the
credibility of the U.S. Government
commitments and treaty obligations,
defeat this amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word, and I do rise in
opposition to this amendment.

I cannot help but remember the very
bitter and contentious debate we had
on a similar amendment during floor
consideration of last year’s Interior ap-
propriations bill. As some here may re-
call, that amendment was adopted by a
very narrow six-vote margin. What
happened after that, well, we know it
was stripped from the bill after the ad-
ministration objected to its inclusion.

Things have not changed this year.
Let me quote from Secretary Babbitt’s
letter to the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTON] about this particular
amendment:

The Department of the Interior strongly
opposes ‘‘this measure’’ because it would in-
fringe upon tribal sovereignty, thwart the
longstanding Federal policy of promoting
tribal economic self-sufficiency, and under-
mine ongoing efforts of tribes and States to
negotiate joint taxation agreements to ac-
commodate the needs of both parties.

It is clear that the administration
opposes this, but, Mr. Chairman, we
should oppose it in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Members on both sides of
the aisle ought to oppose it. Very sim-
ply put, this is bad public policy.

The Member offering the amend-
ment, and I have the greatest respect
for the gentleman from Oklahoma, but
he talked a lot about tax evasion. And
yet the fact of the matter is that, when
polled by the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco and Firearms on the subject of
evasion of taxes, only 5 out of 28 States
that were polled could respond that
they could make any determination.

They could make no distinction be-
tween what was the legal loss of reve-
nue and what was the contraband loss
of revenue; in other words, what was
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legally sold on the reservations for use
there by the people buying it and what
was sold for resale, which would be
contraband. So they could not make
any distinction between what was the
actual loss of revenue between what is
legal and what was illegal. I think that
is an important point to keep in mind.

It is, I think, important to note that
this would have a tremendous impact
on a lot of the tribes and their ability
to carry out their responsibilities.
Pending land acquisitions would be put
on hold, brought to a halt.

Let me give my colleagues a couple
that would be affected, one by the
Oneida tribe of Wisconsin to acquire
land for housing of tribal members; a
pending application from the Sauk and
the Fox tribe of Kansas to acquire land
to be used to provide tribal elders with
senior citizen centers.

Let us face it, this is going to have a
tremendous impact on the ability of
tribes to provide for the self-suffi-
ciency of their own people. It is an-
other attempt to get back at tribal
governments because they have the
ability to negotiate, on their terms,
tax compacts with State and local gov-
ernments. This amendment would pre-
vent the expenditure of any Federal
funds to take lands into trust for indi-
vidual Indians or tribal governments.

Why are we considering this action?
Apparently there are some that think
that we should penalize native Amer-
ican tribes because they are on the way
to providing for their own self-suffi-
ciency with a variety of things, some of
which we do not like, and some of
which I do not personally agree with
and do not believe we should be doing
but, nonetheless, they are legal and
they are doing it to provide for their
own self-sufficiency.

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned that
instead of promoting positive thought-
provoking legislative initiatives that
benefit native Americans, we have em-
barked on a policy that would impose
punitive punishment.

We cannot be sure what the impact of
this limitation amendment is going to
have on the Native American popu-
lation. I do not think there is anyone
that can tell us what its impact will be
because we have never held any hear-
ings on this issue.

Again, let us make it clear. Why are
we having this debate at all? It is be-
cause some people are angry, but not
all. The tribal governments pay no
State or local sales tax on retail sales
that take place on Indian trust land,
but we should not be doing this today
to punish them. But we should find out
before we do this, if we are going to do
this, what the impact would actually
be on tribes.

We need to hold hearings on this, but
we have not held any hearings on this
issue. I understand the problem the
gentleman has of not being able to get
hearings. I think there should be hear-
ings on this subject, should be debate
on this, but we should not do it on an
appropriations bill.

Consider what would be the impact
this would have on, for example, the
Oglala Sioux in Pine Ridge, South Da-
kota.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KOLBE
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, what
would be the impact on the Oglala
Sioux in Pine Ridge, SD? They have 400
families on the waiting list for home
repair. What about the Turtle Moun-
tain tribe in North Dakota, who report
that only half of the adult members
have high school diplomas? Or the Nav-
ajo people in my own State? They have
13,000 eligible students from the schol-
arship program this year, and there are
over 20,000 homeless families on the
reservation, and they do not have funds
for this kind of thing.

So I would implore anyone and every-
one in this body to think about the im-
pact on relations between Indian tribes
and State governments, between Indian
tribes and the Federal Government.
There will be a serious negative im-
pact, and I urge my colleagues to vote
against this amendment.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment seeks
to resolve a problem that really does
not exist. There are numerous prob-
lems with the amendment, starting
with the fact that the language is so
unclear that the Department of the In-
terior really does not know what it
means. Apparently, it would mean one
thing in Oklahoma and something
quite different in the other 49 States.

Complex issues like this should not
be really added as an amendment to an
appropriations bill but reviewed by the
authorization committee. This is cer-
tainly no way to write a public policy
and certainly no way to treat the na-
tive Americans of this country, who
have not been treated well.

You know, we stole a great deal of
land from the Indians. In my own State
of Michigan, land was stolen which is
no longer part of a reservation, no
longer part of a trust. Up near Burt
Lake, around the turn of the century,
the sheriff came in and drove all the
Indians off their land and, to make
sure they did not come back, burned
their village down. That was in my
dad’s lifetime. My dad remembers that.

About 3 years ago, the Catholic
church gave to that tribe three acres so
they could start again to preserve their
culture. Now, under this legislation,
that tribe could not have those acres
put under trust. That is why the Sec-
retary of the Interior will recommend
that the President veto this bill. He is-
sued that statement this morning.

Now, authors of this amendment as-
sert that State tax agreements with In-
dian tribes are virtually nonexistent.
Nothing could be further from the
truth. The facts are that 18 different

States have already entered into tax
agreements with over 200 Indian tribes.
The current process is working, it
works well in the State of Michigan,
its works well in most of the States,
and people are compacting more and
more as we speak here today between
the tribes and the various States.

Mr. Chairman, if we were to listen to
the authors of this amendment, one
would believe that State and local gov-
ernments have no role in determining
whether the BIA takes land into trust.
Again, that could not be further from
the truth. The fact is before the BIA
does that and before the Secretary puts
land into trust, he has to consult with
State and local governments to see
what the impact upon them will be.
And those State and local governments
have an appeal process both within the
Department of the Interior and
through the Federal courts.

There are safeguards built into this,
but if this amendment would be passed
today, the Governors and local officials
would hold all the cards in these nego-
tiations that are taking place through-
out the country. The tribes would have
no recourse if the State did not nego-
tiate in good faith, and this amend-
ment would give the Governors the in-
centives not to negotiate in good faith.
If my colleagues want to see how
States negotiate with Indian tribes,
they should take a look at the com-
pacting process after the recent Semi-
nole decision.

There has been, I do not believe, one
new compact reached since that Semi-
nole decision. That decision put in the
hands of the Governor in that one area
of law the power really not to be sued
and not to be taken into court. This
amendment will go even further treat-
ing Oklahoma in one way and the other
49 States in another way.

Mr. Chairman, I look back at my
State and I look at the tribes in my
State and see the land they at one time
owned, look at that one band who lost
all their land and now have three acres,
and are joyful because the Catholic
church gave them the three acres. And
the amendment of the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] would say that
not even those three acres could be
taken into trust for those Indians.

We have a moral obligation. I carry
within my suit every day this Con-
stitution, which all of us have taken
the oath to uphold. We recognize three
types of sovereignties in this constitu-
tion; article I, section 8: those
sovereignties that are foreign coun-
tries, the several States, and the In-
dian tribes.

This is a frontal attack upon that
sovereignty and it is a frontal attack
by an amendment through an appro-
priations bill. Last week I begged for
the language so I could look at it and
was only given the language yesterday.
The language is still defective.

Let us uphold our oath to this Con-
stitution and respect that sovereignty
and do what we do in due process and
encourage the tribes and the States to
negotiate.
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Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment, and I thank
my friends from Oklahoma and Indiana
for their leadership on this issue in
support of small business. This is com-
monsense legislation that will level the
playing field for small businesses
across this country.

The problem is not difficult. We have
already heard it outlined this morning.
Native American tribes are currently
exempt from charging excise taxes on
sales of things like gas and food and
liquor and tobacco products when sell-
ing these products to members of their
own tribe.

I do not think anybody in this Cham-
ber disagrees with the underlying law
and where we stand today, except for
the fact that it puts tax-exempt Indian
tribes in direct competition with small
businesses and it drives small busi-
nesses out of business.

I have to admit that a year ago I
voted with the opposition, those that
are opposing this amendment today.
But over the last year I have sat and
studied this issue, I have talked with a
lot of small business owners, I have ex-
amined the treaty, and I do not believe
that it is fair for small businesses in
America to have to compete on a head-
to-head matchup with those people who
are not paying their fair share.

This amendment takes an important
first step in ending the Federal Govern-
ment’s role in creating an unfair play-
ing field. The amendment states that,
before new lands are transferred by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs into the tribal
trust, the tribe must reach a binding
agreement regarding State and local
sales and excise taxes on sales to non-
Indian customers.

Currently, native American tribes
can purchase any land they want to
and then move that land into trust,
which eliminates any State or Federal
taxes that they would otherwise have
to pay. What many times happens is
that after the land is put in trust,
these tribes establish for-profit busi-
nesses on land that are exempt from
taxes.

This amendment will not affect any
Indian reservation lands nor any lands
currently held in trust estates. Tribes
can still operate businesses on their
lands, and this legislation says nothing
to the contrary. It simply levels the
playing field for those small businesses
wishing to sell fuel, food, and tobacco
products around reservations.

This year I am going to join a num-
ber of individuals that have come out
in strong support of this amendment.
The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the
National League of Cities, the National
Conference of State Legislators have
all come around to agreeing that this
amendment makes common sense; that
this amendment is the right way in
terms of fairness for the American
business man and woman.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I appreciate the study the gentleman
and so many others have made in the
time since. Even though we requested
hearings in Congress, we were denied
those by the chairman of the particular
committee and, thus, we are here, be-
cause we know that the problem is ac-
celerating.

b 1415

If you look, Mr. Chairman, at the
total amount, for example, the State
and local governments rely on motor
fuel taxes, it is $25 billion a year. Mr.
Chairman, if we can sell gasoline for 25
cents a gallon cheaper, and if the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, which currently
has hundreds of thousands of acres of
requests pending, continues to transfer
property at patchwork, prime real es-
tate, high-traffic locations, it does not
take long for the motorist to say, my
goodness, it is 25 cents cheaper over
here, I am going to buy my gasoline
there, not understanding that they are
dealing with a merchant that is mar-
keting tax evasion.

They are not trying to develop mar-
ketable skill. They are not trying to
build legitimate businesses. They are
trying to take advantage of the failure
of this Congress to act as the U.S. Su-
preme Court has said clearly we have
the authority to act. It is not violating
sovereign immunity, it is not violating
any treaties, it is merely reinstating
fair play.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very signifi-
cant amendment. And if we believe
that we want to help tribal members
with legitimate businesses, instead of
having false delusions that the way to
get ahead in life is to find and create
tax loopholes and profit off of them,
then we need to support this amend-
ment.

This is recognized as a threat to the
ability to provide care for people in
public hospitals, to provide roads, to
provide education.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the Istook-Visclosky
amendment is simply disgraceful. It is
disgraceful because it demonstrates
the ignorance of this U.S. House of
Representatives when it comes to the
fundamental issues of native American
sovereignty.

Proponents of this legislation just do
not get it. They are building on the
callous history of this Nation towards
our native Americans. When 40 percent
of our native Americans are unem-
ployed, when thousands are sick and
dying, when Indian children live in sub-
standard housing and get insufficient
moneys for education, the lowest per
capita health care and education
spending of any group in this country
are native Americans. When Indians
have four times the suicide rate of
other groups in this country, the pro-

ponents of this legislation would like
us to believe that it is the States that
are getting a raw deal.

Excuse me. This amendment states
that it is States who are getting the
raw deal. Guess what? We are the ones
who took away the native American
land to begin with. Everyone is talk-
ing, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ISTOOK] is talking about the na-
tive Americans are trying to put all
this land in trust. Do I need to remind
my colleague that we have taken over
90 million acres to States and local
governments since 1887, and yet there
are only 9 million acres given to native
Americans in the form of trust lands?
Boy, that sounds to me like a real
power grab.

This rider claims that Indians are
fortunate because they have sov-
ereignty. Let me say that sovereignty
is all that these native Americans have
left. Sure, let us get behind the simple
idea of subordinating native American
governments and all native Americans
to pull the poverty stricken status
they are already in.

The truth of the amendment is that
it gives States the upper hand. By
eliminating the ability to take lands
into trust or by giving local govern-
ments absolute veto power over new
trust lands, we forsake the govern-
ment-to-government relationship, as
my colleague, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. KILDEE], said, which is
the Constitution of these United
States.

Read the Constitution of the United
States, article I, section 8, clause 2, re-
garding native American lands. They
treat them as States. They are
sovereignties. And yet the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] would not
like to have us believe they are other
people.

Well, what are Rhode Islanders in my
State? Are they other people because
we pay different sales taxes than my
colleague might have in his State? No,
they do not because they are a separate
sovereignty. And that is no different
from native American lands, and it is
an elementary fact to this whole de-
bate.

Of course, the great concept here is
that we break treaty obligations and
violate this Constitution because the
States are getting a raw deal.

Let us be clear. This amendment’s
goal is to give some county executives
veto power over the president or gov-
ernor of a native American nation and
violate the trust responsibility that
our Constitution gives native Ameri-
cans.

Istook-Visclosky incorrectly assumes
that there is no process for protecting
State and local government interests
when lands are being considered for
transfer into trust. As my colleagues
have stated over and over again, that is
not the case. Many States are cur-
rently in the process of working this
out so that nonmembers of native
American tribes are taxed and those
taxes are reverted to the States.
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But the gentleman from Oklahoma

[Mr. ISTOOK] and the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. VISCLOSKY] would preempt
and preclude any State from being able
to work out a negotiation with their
native American tribe for that State to
be able to work out an arrangement
where they revert the taxes back to the
State.

We are talking about a discrimina-
tory measure here. And that is what
this legislation does, it furthers the in-
tolerance towards native Americans by
calling them tax evaders. That is
shameful, saying native Americans are
tax evaders.

My God, does my colleague not un-
derstand the situation that sovereignty
is all about?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Would the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ISTOOK] like to put in an amend-
ment, bill commissaries at our mili-
tary bases? Because it seems to me
they are unfair competition, too. Com-
missaries in my district are charging
well under the market price for goods
that they sell to our enlisted people.

Would the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ISTOOK] put in an amendment that
would say that is unfair competition?
No, he would not.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I would
answer the question if the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. KENNEDY] is
posing the question to me.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. This
amendment treats native Americans as
if they are criminals, and it is dead
wrong. I ask my colleagues to join me
in voting against the Visclosky-Istook
amendment and upholding the Con-
stitution of the United States, which
we were sworn to uphold in article I,
section 8, clause 2 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words, and I yield to my colleague, the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK].

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I find it interesting if
someone would claim that we are dis-
regarding the needs of American Indi-
ans in this country, if they will look,
for example, at page 5 of the report of
the very bill that is on this floor right
now, they will find that we are appro-
priating approximately $6.5 billion for
American Indian programs. Agri-
culture, Commerce, Justice, Education,
Health and Human Services, Indian
Health Services, all of these other mat-
ters.

Why? Because we have undertaken
certain obligations and we seek to
honor them. We do not permit, for ex-
ample, a member of the general public
to go into a commissary on Federal
military property and buy goods at any
sort of reduced rate. That is only lim-
ited to military personnel, and reserves
cannot even do it if they are not on ac-
tive duty.

Now, if we were to open up those or
any other place and say that the gen-
eral public is invited to come in and do
their shopping, in competition with
those that are not there for a special
purpose, then I would agree with the
analogy that the gentleman from
Rhode Island [Mr. KENNEDY] raises.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, would the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time is con-
trolled by the gentleman from Okla-
homa.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] did not wish to yield to have this
interspersed with his comments.

But you see, what the tribes are
doing, if they were establishing some-
thing that is basically a commissary
for the Indian tribes, there is nothing
that we are seeking to do that inter-
feres with that.

The U.S. Supreme Court has said, if
they are making a transaction with a
tribal member, they do not have to
charge any State or local sales tax or
gasoline tax or cigarette tax, and we
are not trying to do that. But what
they are doing is saying, we do not
want just a location that is maybe in
the middle of a military business and
we do not want to just handle trans-
actions for the benefit of our own mem-
bers. They say, we are wanting loca-
tions at prime areas.

For example, I have a copy of the let-
ter that says Cheyenne-Arapaho tribes
are seeking to buy up existing conven-
ience store locations along Interstate
40, not because it is next to their tribal
lands or has any relation or is trying to
serve the needs of the members of the
tribe, but because there are hundreds
of thousands of people every day that
pass through and they want to be able
to sell to them and to undercut the
competition and to get all that busi-
ness, not by selling to members of the
tribes but by putting people out of
business who are following the law.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, would the gentleman yield?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I will
not yield. I tried to engage in a dialog.

You see, they are saying, we do not
want to take care of our tribal mem-
bers. We want an advantage that no-
body else has—26 cents a gallon on gas-
oline. Now, you go to the corner, and I
do not care who you are, you drive up
to a corner and see the price over here
is maybe a $1.20 a gallon and over here
it is $1.45. Where are you going buy
your gasoline? It does not take a rock-
et scientist to figure out what happens
here.

And this is not sales to tribal mem-
bers. The U.S. Supreme Court in a se-
ries, a series, of decisions have said
that the tax is still due when they are
making the sales to the nontribal cus-
tomers. Unfortunately, the tribes are
not doing that. They are refusing to co-
operate with the State and local gov-
ernments in collecting the taxes that
the U.S. Supreme Court says are due,
and they are profiting off the tax eva-

sion. They are marketing the tax eva-
sion to their customers.

If this were just a matter of tribes
trying to deal with their own tribal
members and help out and bring people
up to compete, that would be a very
different situation. But it is not what
they are doing.

I have a letter from a tribal member
who operates a convenience store, and
guess what? She collects tax from cus-
tomers. She follows the law. She does
not have the special advantage that
the BIA has given some land and trust
to her. And she is being out competed
by a tribal gasoline station that is
knocking out the ability of one of their
own members to work hard and to
make an honest living because they are
not looking to build up regular busi-
nesses.

As the newspaper ad which I held ear-
lier shows, they are trying to sell to
people who say, let us not pay gasoline
tax, let us not pay beer tax, let us not
pay cigarette tax, let us not pay sales
tax. And that is what is costing us all
around this country, and it is getting
bigger every year if we do not stop it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to Mr. YATES.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]
cites the statistic in the committee’s
report to the effect of $6 billion in var-
ious programs as being spent for the
Indian people.

In our appropriation subcommittee,
we have been reviewing the plight of
the Indian people and making funds
available for, I guess, since the com-
mittee was in organization. For 25
years, I have been reviewing these pro-
grams. I will tell the gentleman that $6
billion still is not enough to take care
of the Indian people. They are still the
poorest segment of our population. And
year after year, that continues.

The fact that they are given recogni-
tion as a State, I should like to ask the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK], what happens if the State of
Texas, which is next to the gentle-
man’s State of Oklahoma, what if the
State of Texas were to charge lower
amounts and people went to the State
of Texas instead? Would the gentleman
try to get a law passed by the Congress
that would hurt the State of Texas? Of
course he would not.

These are sovereign nations, Indian
people deserve recognition as such.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. YATES] for his remarks be-
cause I think he is quite on point.

This amendment is a very blunt in-
strument to go on what the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]) perceives
to be some wrong that the Indian na-
tions of this country would engage in
economic activity and that they would
do that on tribal land, which is sov-
ereign land and which they have the
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right if they so desire not to charge a
tax on the sales of those products.

b 1430
The gentleman from Illinois just

pointed out, people drive across the
State line into Nevada to buy goods,
because they do not have a sales tax
because they have gambling. People
drive to Oregon from California be-
cause they do not have a sales tax, be-
cause they have got an angry constitu-
ency that will not let them have one,
so people go there to buy their goods.
People call up L.L. Bean and Lands
End and they buy goods by mail to
avoid the sales tax, and we are not
shutting down all mail order houses in
this country. We are not shutting down
the service station across the State
line. People go to Juarez, Mexico
across the line to buy pharmaceuticals,
and we do not shut down the country of
Mexico because it is sovereign.

We made a decision a long time ago
that Indian lands in this Nation were
going to be sovereign and they were
going to be treated like States and
they were going to be treated like for-
eign nations. That is what this is
about. The suggestion here that be-
cause somebody has put up a competi-
tive truck stop on Interstate 50 or
Interstate 80 or whatever the highway
and that now we should shut down, and
that is what this amendment does, shut
down the ability of Indian nations to
bring additional land into tribal land
and take away the right of the Sec-
retary of the Interior to engage in that
process, is ludicrous. It is ludicrous. We
act like there is a run on the lands of
this country. The fact of the matter is
there is not. The fact of the matter is
the Indians have lost more lands out of
trust than they have brought into
trust.

The gentleman cites the suggestion
that somehow the Indians are taking a
huge amount of land. Yes, they have
applications. What has the general rule
been? The general rule has been if
there is a local controversy, if the Gov-
ernor does not like it or the local State
legislature does not like it, the Sec-
retary more or less has hands off. Why?
Because we try to tell people to sort it
out.

The fact of the matter is that a num-
ber of States, 200 tribes, 18 States have
tax treaties, tax policies, lands have
been brought into trust and there have
been various controversies. Very often
the tribes have said we will accede to
this, we will agree to that, we will
agree to that condition, that is a proc-
ess of negotiation. But that is a process
of negotiation between equals, between
a sovereign State, a sovereign tribe and
the Secretary of the Interior, someone
who is an arbiter. That is the process
as it is designed to be. That is the proc-
ess that should be allowed to continue.

Sometimes we argue over lands being
brought into sovereignty, whether or
not they should have gambling or not.
Some tribes have said, we will agree
not to do that; California in one in-
stance, and I think in North Carolina.

Other questions may be taxable, they
have been engaged in tax treaties.
Other policies about the uses of those
lands, the riparian uses of those lands,
forest practices. A lot of this has been
negotiated and discussed and ham-
mered out. But what we do not do is,
we do not take away the rights of
every Indian nation in this country be-
cause we have got some problem with
truck stops. That just is not going to
work.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ISTOOK. I want to ask the gen-
tleman from California, because he
mentioned examples of different places
that have static borders.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL-
LER] has expired.

(On request of Mr. KOLBE, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER of
California was allowed to proceed for 2
additional minutes.)

Mr. ISTOOK. Is the gentleman aware
that the examples he cites are States,
for example, that have static borders
and that what is happening, we have
applications and grants of trust status
where basically the borders are shifting
one plot of land at a time. An applica-
tion is not, for example, for thousands
of acres. The applications may be for
one lot, for example, in a State and
then another lot in a different state.

Mr. MILLER of California. Abso-
lutely. One of the things that is made
part of the whole question of lands
being taken into trust by the Secretary
in behalf of various Indian nations is
that a number of applications have
been made remote to the land base that
the tribes have now or some people be-
lieve to be the historical base that the
tribes have and that has always been
controversial.

There was a controversy in Milwau-
kee a few years ago about those lands
being brought into trust. But that is
the process of negotiations. That is the
process that the State or the State leg-
islature or the local county officials or
interested citizens comment on, and
that is the process where the Secretary
makes the decision for the purposes
and the use of these lands and the con-
nection of the tribes to these lands and
the rightful claim to these lands. That
is a process.

The Istook amendment wipes that
process out and says no other lands can
be brought into trust by an Indian na-
tion. It is just an unacceptable sugges-
tion to what may not even be a real
problem. The House ought to reject
this amendment.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the
Istook-Visclosky amendment. There

are many reasons to oppose this
amendment, Mr. Chairman. First, as a
matter of procedure, this is more than
a matter of setting a level of appropria-
tions. This amendment sets legislative
policy on a subject under the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Resources.
The subject of this amendment has not
been considered by the committee of
jurisdiction. By proceeding with an ap-
propriation rider, we lose the value of
public input to Congress available
through committee hearings. Those of
us who serve on the authorization com-
mittees are again locked out of the full
deliberative process.

Many of us have seen conflicting
statements of the many ‘‘Dear Col-
leagues’’ that have been floating
around. In many cases these letters are
in direct conflict with one another,
which raises the question all the more,
we need to have hearings on this issue.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, it is not con-
troverted that current law and regula-
tions mandate that the Secretary of
the Interior provide notice to State
and local governments prior to making
a final determination on taking Indian
lands into trust status. State and local
governments who disagree with a deci-
sion of the Secretary can appeal ad-
verse decisions within the Department
of the Interior and in the Federal
courts. This procedure is already in
place.

If this amendment is enacted into
law, Mr. Chairman, State and local
governments would be given an abso-
lute veto over all future transfers to or
of land trust status. This is a signifi-
cant change of national policy. I sub-
mit this cannot be done.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, as matter of
equity, I find it very disturbing that we
are debating today yet another attack
on Native American Indians. I fear that
efforts like this are a renewal of the ef-
forts of Congress in prior decades when
actions were taken to make sure our
first Americans were never given the
opportunity to achieve success. There
was a recent advertisement I heard
that pretty well sums up, Mr. Chair-
man, our treatment of our Nation’s Na-
tive Americans. It went something like
this: 200 years of exploitation and ne-
glect, more than 700 broken treaties,
700 broken treaties; $2 billion in tribal
trust funds lost or mismanaged, $200
million in funding cuts last year, and
now the Chamber of this hallowed hall
wants to levy new taxes against tribal
governments. Have Native Americans
not paid enough, I submit, Mr. Chair-
man? This ad was a brutally accurate
summary of our past treatment of
American Indians.

The question today is, do we con-
tinue along the destructive line of rea-
soning or do we provide today’s tribes
with the opportunity to determine
their future through their own self-ini-
tiative? Mr. Chairman, I have heard
that we talk about fair play. Let us
propose a law to honor every one of
these 700 broken treaties that our gov-
ernment broke and let us see what hap-
pens. If we talk about fair play, let us
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honor the 700 treaties that our govern-
ment committed itself with these Na-
tive Americans and let us see what the
landscape is going to be with what this
Nation is all about.

Mr. Chairman, I submit we ought to
vote against this proposed amendment.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I regret that the legis-
lative procedures of this body forces
the gentleman to offer this amendment
as a limitation on the appropriations
bill. I am sympathetic to the concerns
that the gentleman has and I think his
legislative language targets those
much more precisely than the limita-
tion before us and should be addressed
by the authorizing committee.

Unfortunately, the authorizing com-
mittee has chosen, at least to this
point, not to have hearings, and I think
it is a subject that deserves a full hear-
ing in the authorizing committee. Be-
cause the gentleman from Oklahoma is
forced to use a limitation amendment,
it is broader than we should have it be-
cause it prohibits acquiring through
gift or exchange any interest, for es-
sentially any purpose, and there are a
lot of reasons why there should be
lands transferred that have nothing to
do with this question of taxes.

Another problem with this approach
is that it is only a 1-year limitation.
Because of being on an appropriations
bill, it cannot be extended beyond 1
year, and I think it would be very dif-
ficult for any group to make economic
decisions either to construct or to open
up a facility, knowing that in 1 year
this could be changed by virtue of the
fact that this limitation language
would expire at the end of fiscal year
1998, which would be September 30,
1998. I hope that the authorizing com-
mittee will address this problem.

I might point out that there are al-
ready in existence 200 agreements with
18 different States where the States
and the tribes, exercising their sov-
ereign rights, have addressed this prob-
lem. I would hope that a lot of tribes
and States would continue on that path
to bring about fairness in the market-
place, but at this point, because of the
sovereignty of the Indian nations, this
is a decision that has to be made by the
tribes and the States.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the chairman of the sub-
committee for his statement. I think
he has made a very important point,
and that is that this is a very broad
amendment. I will come back to that
in a moment.

I certainly agree with the gentleman
from Oklahoma, this is a significant
debate we are having and a significant
amendment. It is one of great impor-
tance and it deserves the kind of de-
bate that it gets here today. I think
what must be emphasized here is the

issue of sovereignty. These are sov-
ereign tribes. They do have sovereign
rights. They have the right to approach
the Federal Government when they ne-
gotiate on an equal basis, and yet the
thrust of this amendment is to put a
limitation on the Secretary from tak-
ing lands into the reservation unless
there is a binding agreement between
the tribes, States, and local govern-
ments that would require the tribe to
pay State and local taxes on reserva-
tion lands; in other words, unless they
give up their sovereignty, unless we
limit that sovereignty for this purpose.
So they are not going into some nego-
tiation on an equal basis when not one
but both hands are tied behind their
back, as this amendment would do.

I think it is very important to keep
that in mind. It is also important to
recognize that we are really talking
about enterprise zones here. In many
cases the lands we are talking about
are not part of the reservation itself
but are adjacent to it, because very
often the reservation lands originally
set aside were not the best lands, were
not good lands. They have had to bring
in some of these other lands in order to
have the kind of enterprise zones that
we are talking about. The Republicans
on this side of the aisle have supported
it in inner cities, we supported it in
rural areas. Native Americans have
that. They have it by virtue of the sov-
ereignty that they have, by virtue of
the fact that they are not subject to
the taxation that the rest of us have.
That kind of enterprise zone we should
be supporting for these people who
have been among the very poorest.

Finally let me make this final point,
that what is missing here is this is a
limitation amendment. As the chair-
man said, it is much broader. It goes
far beyond simply being a limitation.
It goes too broad. We are talking about
putting a limitation on bringing lands
in for any purpose whatever. I think of
in my State, legislation that this body
has debated for a long time, the Hopie-
Navajo land settlement. Part of that
has to do with bringing certain lands
under the jurisdiction of the two
tribes. That is critical to making that
settlement work. Yet this would put a
prohibition on making that happen, on
making that work.

I would urge my colleagues to vote
against this amendment. As much as I
sympathize with what the gentleman
from Oklahoma is trying to do, it is
not the right place, it is not the right
way to go about it, and it certainly is
not the right time without having the
committee of jurisdiction take this up
and take this under consideration.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. I certainly want to
associate myself with the remarks of
the chairman of our subcommittee and
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES], the ranking member of our
subcommittee. They have made the

point that this is a very profound
change in legislation that we are at-
tempting to add to an appropriations
bill, but that is a technical reason for
opposing this amendment. There are
moral and substantive reasons for op-
posing this amendment. Let me sug-
gest the first moral argument. The Na-
tive Americans in this land are the
poorest of the poor in the United
States. Why? Because we, descendants
of those European colonists, took their
land and their life-style. By 1887, they
had about 138 million acres, a minute
fraction of the land that they used to
live on, and then over the next 47 years
we took 90 million acres back from
them.
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Since 1934, the Department of the In-
terior has restored 10 percent of that
land, about 9 million acres, and that is
the kind of land we are talking about,
a very small fraction, virtually all of it
land that used to be within the original
boundaries of their reservations that
we are talking about here.

Let me suggest another moral rea-
son. In 1886, the Supreme Court noted
that: ‘‘The tribes owe no allegiance to
the States and receive from them no
protection. Because of the local ill feel-
ing, the people in the States where
tribes are found are often their dead-
liest enemies.’’ And for that reason a
law was passed called the General Al-
lotment Act. It actually did not accom-
plish what was intended originally, but
the fact is we have acknowledged that
the only way that the American Indian
can be respected and protected in
terms of their rights is for the Federal
Government to have a unique relation-
ship between federally recognized In-
dian tribal governments and the Con-
gress. Only the U.S. Congress, has the
responsibility to defend tribal govern-
ments from intrusion by State govern-
ments.

Let me suggest some other reasons
though, that this amendment should be
defeated. This amendment would un-
constitutionally give State and local
governments absolute veto power over
each tribal application to place Indian
owned land in trust status. It would
provide no remedy to a tribe if a State
or local government flatly refused to
negotiate a tax agreement with the
tribe, and the result would be years of
costly litigation. It purports to fix a
problem that simply does not exist.
State governments can and do collect
lawfully imposed sales taxes on Indian
trust lands. The Supreme Court has
held time and again that product sales
to nonmembers on trust lands for use
off reservation are subject to State
sales taxes. Most states, including
Oklahoma, have developed a variety of
methods for collecting those taxes.

It assumes that there is no process
for protecting State and local govern-
ment interests when lands are consid-
ered for transferring to trust status. In
fact, the current law already protects
State and government interests when
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the Secretary considers land for trust
status. Under the current secretarial
regulations, the Secretary must con-
sult with State and local governments
prior to making a final determination
on taking land into trust status, and
the Secretary must specifically con-
sider the impact on State and local
governments of removal of the land
from the tax rolls.

This amendment is not necessary.
This amendment violates our Constitu-
tion, our constitutional protection of
Native Americans. This amendment is
legislation on an appropriations bill.
This amendment does an injustice to
the poorest of the poor Americans in
this country. This amendment cer-
tainly should be defeated, and I urge
my colleagues to defeat it in the
strongest possible terms.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I apologize for belaboring this
subject even further. I think that the
debate so far has indicated a clear pre-
ponderance of views, and I am not an
expert on this subject, so I feel doubly
guilty. But I did have the opportunity
of experiencing this problem of mul-
tiple sovereignty and its application
from my earliest days.

Mr. Chairman, I was born and raised
in that southeast corner of California
which borders on Arizona and Mexico
and abounds with Indian reservations,
and from my earliest days I can recall
going across the border to Mexico be-
cause the gasoline was cheaper, and the
steaks were better and cheaper, and
when I got a little older I went across
the border to Arizona to help my
brother get married because one can
get married more cheaply over there
and with less waiting time and less re-
strictions. Each governmental institu-
tion, each organization had different
rules, and separate sovereignty.

And of course I can, from where I live
now, which is a little further north,
pass through a half dozen Indian res-
ervations and have assorted gambling
opportunities on my way down to Mex-
ico or to Arizona or wherever I choose
to go. And I frankly gloried in this. I
valued this rich diversity, and I would
not have changed it for the world be-
cause it allowed for people who were
seeking opportunity to acquire it.

We still have that going on. A lot of
people come down to this corner of the
United States because it is very warm
in the wintertime and it is a rich rec-
reational resource, and they come
down there, and they camp out on the
desert if they are totally broke because
it does not cost anything. If they are
senior citizens, and many of them are,
they can go across the border to Mex-
ico and buy all of their prescription
drugs at ridiculously low prices, and
most of them take advantage of that
opportunity. And it contributes to the

economic vitality of the region, as a
matter of fact.

Now I would suggest that, and I am
saying this without any exhaustive in-
vestigation, but that we may actually
benefit from this diversity of sov-
ereignty and the opportunity that it
creates and that if there is a solution,
maybe we ought to try the market so-
lution. If too many people are going
across the border to Arizona or to Mex-
ico to find something cheaper, maybe
we ought to look at ways of attracting
some people from Arizona and Mexico
over to California to buy something
cheaper over here. That would be a
good competitive way to balance out
the playing field, and actually this is
happening in many situations.

I know of Indian gambling casinos,
for example, which have a monopoly
and maybe are using that monopoly to
extort a little more from the white
man than they really should, and other
tribes have come in and opened up
competitive operations and kind of lev-
eled the playing field in the process of
doing that.

This is legitimate, and I think in the
long run justice will be served, the free
market will be glorified for what it can
really do to keep unreasonable prices
or unreasonable regulation out of ex-
istence, and we can continue with the
kind of a system that we have.

Of course, basically I think we ought
to let the Indians have this kind of an
opportunity. It is an economic develop-
ment program for them. It has encour-
aged them to get into business and be-
come self-sufficient.

We have enterprise zones in which we
do exactly the same thing for non-Indi-
ans for example. We give them tax ad-
vantages, we give them freedom from
regulation in order to encourage them
to create jobs and to provide opportu-
nities for poor people. Well, is that not
what we are doing with the opportuni-
ties that the Indians now have as sov-
ereign States with the ability to con-
trol their own future? Those are enter-
prise zones for them.

I say God bless the enterprise zones;
let us keep them.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the Istook amendment and urge
my colleagues to vote against this
amendment because, as we have heard
over and over today, it is overly broad,
and it is also unnecessary.

I come from an area of Wisconsin rep-
resenting an area which has seven dif-
ferent separate Native American In-
dian tribes, all of whom have land hold-
ings in the district. Of the seven tribes
who have businesses on trust lands in
Wisconsin, all of them are paying
taxes.

I read from a letter from the state
revenue agent in Wisconsin: ‘‘I have re-
viewed our records. I am unaware of
any Indian organization not collecting
Wisconsin taxes.’’

We have had agreements in place be-
tween the tribes and the State of Wis-

consin for years for the payment of
these taxes, and the adoption of the
Istook amendment would jeopardize
these agreements between two recog-
nized bodies, the State of Wisconsin
and the Native American tribes.

The Indian tribes in Wisconsin are
not unique in this regard. In fact, al-
most every State with significant In-
dian population have similar agree-
ments with their State governments,
and according to a study we have heard
cited before, conducted in 1995 by a
State, the Arizona Legislative Council,
200 tribes from 18 States have reached
similar agreements. I have a letter
from the Oklahoma Tax Commission
which describes the compact the tribes
in Oklahoma have made with the
State, and as for the ad that appeared
in Roll Call and was held up earlier on
the House floor, it is an old ad. It no
longer runs, since the law in Oklahoma
has been changed. It is, I think, a mis-
leading problem, and the Choctaw tribe
no longer runs it.

We have also heard about the collec-
tion of taxes in New York State. How-
ever, I have been told the Istook
amendment would not even apply to
New York State since, as one of the
original 13 colonies, they have a dif-
ferent relationship with their tribes.
And, moreover, the Governor of New
York has stated he thinks it is not
proper or beneficial for New York to
impose taxes on sales made on Indian
lands. So New York is not losing tax
revenues, it is choosing not to collect
these taxes.

There have been no hearings, as has
been cited before on this amendment.
It is another case of trying to create
new policy with a very serious amend-
ment to a serious appropriations bill.
Indians tribes, native Americans, are
creating jobs, paying taxes, helping
this Nation’s economy as well as their
own. I urge my colleagues to look to
Wisconsin as a good example. I urge my
colleagues to reject this amendment
and to protect the current agreements
between the States and tribes to col-
lect taxes.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, the way the Congress
operates really is not that dissimilar
from the way the rest of the world op-
erates in several respects. One of those
respects, Mr. Chairman, is the fact that
usually there is a reason why things
happen, there is a reason why positions
are taken, there is a reason why Mem-
bers vote the way they do, there is a
reason why Members say certain
things, and I think we are faced with a
good example of that, Mr. Chairman.

We have heard from those opposed to
this amendment that they are opposed
to it because it is unconstitutional.
Well, let us examine that, and I suspect
that if we examine it, Mr. Chairman,
we will find that there is indeed an-
other reason because the amendment
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that the gentleman from Oklahoma is
proposing is not unconstitutional ei-
ther on its face or in any reasonable in-
terpretation of it.

So let me assure those colleagues on
either side of the aisle who truly are
concerned about the constitutionality
of this provision that it is not uncon-
stitutional, and that is a position born
not just of my opinion or the author’s
opinion, but of a learned treatise that
we would be happy to make available
to any Member, conducted and com-
posed by the Congressional Research
Service, that has looked at this pro-
posal and has concluded that because
of its narrow scope, because it does
not, would not, establish any burden on
the constitutional rights of Indians,
but simply provide a mechanism
whereby legitimate taxes that are con-
stitutional can more easily and more
effectively for the benefit of all citi-
zens be collected, and I think that
their concerns, if indeed those concerns
are born of an interest in making sure
that this provision is constitutional,
that it would, in fact, be constitu-
tional.

The legislation simply involves es-
tablishment of a mechanism for col-
lecting State and local retail excise
taxes on retail items sold by tribal ven-
dors on tribal lands to nontribal mem-
bers and utilizing that mechanism as a
precondition for taking land into trust
for an individual Indian or an Indian
tribe. It does no more than that, which
would possibly get it into an area of
constitutional activity or restrictions.
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It does not do that. There is a line of
cases, Mr. Chairman, that clearly es-
tablishes that assuring the collection
of legally valid estate taxes of sales oc-
curring on lands to be taken into trust
certainly is constitutional.

In the case of Oklahoma Tax Com-
mission versus Citizens Band Pota-
watomi Tribe in 1991, Chief Justice
Rehnquist, speaking for a unanimous
Court, indicated that the States could
look for agreements with the tribes for
tax collection, or to Congress to vindi-
cate their rights to tax sales to non-
members on Indian reservations.

So if in fact we are looking for a
mechanism that is fair, and that is,
after all, what we all purport to want
here is basic fairness, then the proposal
of the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK] is patently fair. It is not un-
constitutional. It has been found that
it likely will not be unconstitutional,
the word implemented by the Congres-
sional Research Service, and I suspect
any legitimate constitutional analysis
of it would indeed bear that out.

In my own State, Mr. Chairman, we
are facing the situation right now with
a tribe from Oklahoma seeking to
come into Georgia, not a contiguous
State, and establish a gambling or
gaming organization or institution or
business therein.

This is one of the legitimate concerns
of all of our citizens, those of large

means as well as those of small means;
that is, that the tax base not be eroded.
It is not any diminution of the rights
of our native American citizens to sim-
ply establish that as a precondition for
enjoying the benefits of instituting
gambling or gaming institutions, that
they set up a mechanism to collect
taxes, which indeed helps not only
them but all of the citizens of that
State in which that institution is re-
sided.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me
assure our colleagues and those who
might be legitimately concerned about
the constitutionality of this provision
that it is thoroughly constitutional,
both in its intent as well as the way it
would be carried out, and urge adop-
tion and a favorable vote on the pro-
posal of the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ISTOOK].

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise for four pur-
poses. First of all, as the cosponsor of
this amendment, I rise to emphasize to
the body that this is a bipartisan pro-
posal authored by the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] as well as my-
self.

My second purpose in rising is to ask
that we view this issue on the merits
and the factual basis. Such words as in-
tolerance, disgraceful, bitter, mean-
spirited, angry, stolen, have all been
used today during the debate, but we
ought to look at the factual basis as to
what the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ISTOOK] and myself want to do.

The first thing we want to do is as a
national Government, we are asking
States and local governments to do
more, but we are not providing them in
this instance the tools to collect the
necessary revenue to proceed.

Second, for all those entrepreneurs
who want to make a living and pay
taxes themselves and support their
families, they are placed at a signifi-
cant competitive disadvantage. That is
all we are trying to do.

In my remaining time, the fourth
point I want to address is what we are
not trying to do. The gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] and I often dis-
agree. One area we have never dis-
agreed on is the issue of the Constitu-
tion of the United States. We are not
violating any provision of that docu-
ment, and the High Court of this land
has said that the collection of taxes on
sales to non-Indians does not violate
tribal sovereignty or any treaties the
United States has with tribes. We are
not attacking the sovereignty of Indi-
ans.

I would also point out that our coun-
try has agreements and treaties with
other sovereign nations as far as the
collection and disposal of taxes.

Finally, if we were trying to do some-
thing that was in violation of the sov-
ereignty of these nations, a number of
Members who have stood up in opposi-
tion to our amendment have also
talked about the compacts and the

value that these compacts have already
had that have been entered into by var-
ious units of government and the
tribes. That is all we are asking be
done. That has been found to be con-
stitutional.

The second argument put forth today
is that we have essentially called for a
shutdown on the transfer of tribal
lands. We are trying to kill that proc-
ess. We are asking for a moratorium.
The fact is, and I would acknowledge
that this is not the most precise
amendment that has ever been offered
on this issue, we tried to do that last
year on June 20, and we were prohib-
ited from doing so today. We have tried
to address this issue surgically in au-
thorizing legislation that has not had
hearings held on it, despite the fact
that there are now 56 cosponsors of
that legislation.

What we are simply saying, to cap-
ture people’s attention and to make
sure this situation is addressed, is if
the desire to purchase new lands takes
place, we have to submit that process
to the congressional authorization and
appropriation process and it can pro-
ceed. We do not prohibit them.

The issue of the compacts, we have
compacts. The system is working just
fine. The problem is the U.S. Supreme
Court on six different occasions has
said that the States have the right to
collect these taxes, but the Court has
barred the States from filing suit.
There is no incentive at all on behalf of
any of the tribes to enter into good
faith negotiations.

All we are trying to do is to level
that playing field to ensure that there
is an incentive by the tribes to sit
down in good faith, with governmental
entities of good faith, to make sure
that these compacts do proceed so we
can protect State and local revenues as
well as small entrepreneurs.

There has been a dispute as to what
is really the loss of revenues. I went to
St. Mark’s grade school in Gary, IN.
All I know is if you are selling a tank
of gasoline and not paying 71⁄2 cents to
342⁄10 cents of that gasoline you are los-
ing revenues. If you are selling a pack
of cigarettes and not collecting 2.5
cents per pack up to 811⁄2 cents per
pack, you are losing money as an insti-
tution of the Government. States like
New York are claiming they are losing
up to $100 million; New Mexico, $2.7
million; California, $30 to $50 million a
year.

We are told that, by a number of
speakers, we have not held any hear-
ings. What we need are hearings. I
could not agree more. On June 10 of
last year, when the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] and I offered
the amendment we were not allowed to
offer today, the chairman of the au-
thorizing committee in the House, the
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]
got up on this House floor, he got up
and said, ‘‘Since I have been chairman
of the Committee on Resources, not a
single Member of Congress has intro-
duced a single bill on this subject.’’
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from Indiana [Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.)

Mr. VISCLOSKY. He said, Mr. Chair-
man, ‘‘Since I have been chairman, we
have never had a single hearing on this
subject. No witnesses have offered any
testimony on this subject.’’ The chair-
man was right. The chairman was
right.

That is why the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] and myself in-
troduced authorizing legislation in this
Congress. That is why 54 of our col-
leagues have joined us in a bipartisan
fashion to sponsor that legislation and
to ask for hearings. Here we are, al-
most 13 months after the fact, and yes,
no hearings have been held and the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK] and I have been very, very pa-
tient.

The final objection raised on the
floor today is that this is a new tax,
and nothing could be further from the
truth. We are simply suggesting that
there should be an even playing field;
that compacts ought to be entered into
to preserve the revenue flow of the
States and the locales, to preserve the
ability of private business to compete
in this society. That is all we are
doing. There are no new taxes here in-
volved.

I would urge my colleagues on the
facts and the issues involved, not to
the emotion, and on a bipartisan basis,
to please on this vote support the
Istook-Visclosky amendment.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, my
reading of this amendment is that it
would effectively prohibit the Sec-
retary from recognizing new Indian
trust lands. I therefore am opposed to
the amendment, and I ask others to
join me in that position.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, if it
were to succeed, would be destructive
not only to native Americans but also
in many instances to the communities
around which they reside or nearby
where they reside. Why do tribes peti-
tion to the Secretary to take lands
into trust for them in the first place?
In some cases they are reacquiring
lands they have lost because of their
historical or religious significance and
they want those lands back again. In
most cases they are acquiring lands
which have the potential to produce in-
come for the tribe, to help them be-
come economically self-sufficient.

Because of the discrimination that
they have faced, because of poverty and
limited education and a host of other
disadvantages, and because they lost
their lands which they depended upon,
many tribes cannot build self-suffi-
ciency without building on their trust

lands; that is, taking advantage of the
edge that sovereignty gives them.

In effect, this is no different from
States that make use of their state-
hood to draw business or create indus-
try; gambling in Nevada, for example,
or credit cards in Delaware or South
Dakota, or communities that offer tax
breaks to attract industries. But they
cannot take their advantage of their
sovereignty unless they have land, and
specifically land that has some com-
mercial potential. If they open a busi-
ness 200 miles from nowhere, then obvi-
ously they are not going to get people
to travel there to do business with
them.

If we take away their opportunity to
have new lands taken into trust, lands
where they are sovereign, we are tak-
ing their only real competitive edge
from them, the only real edge they
have. We are denying them the best
chance they have to become a self-suf-
ficient community. We are taking their
livelihood away from them, just as
surely as we did a century or two ago.

But some will ask this question: Does
this opportunity not hurt their neigh-
bors? Does this not hurt the States?
When the Secretary considers petitions
for trust lands, and this point has been
made here earlier this afternoon, he
must take into account the interests of
the affected State and local govern-
ments, and he does so in every in-
stance. But he does not allow a State
or a local government to veto a peti-
tion. He has to consider the objections
to it, look at those objections in con-
text, but that does not give the oppor-
tunity for a veto.

In many cases the State and local
governments benefit from the designa-
tion of new trust lands. This is true in
my State and in my district. One of the
counties I represent is in fact eager to
see tribes acquire new trust lands in
their midst, because they expect that
by so doing, that will also bring in
profitable businesses that will benefit
all the other businesses that currently
exist in that community, and will exist
there in the future.

So this amendment would not only
deny an economic opportunity for In-
dian tribes, it would also block, in
many instances, opportunities for the
communities they live with and work
with.

So for those reasons, that it impinges
unnecessarily, unfairly, and I believe
unconstitutionally on the sovereignty
of Indian tribes, and that also in many
instances as a result it will do damage
to the communities that adjoin those
Indian tribe lands, those Indian trust
lands, I oppose this amendment, and I
hope that enough others will oppose it
so it will be defeated.

Mr. STUPAK. I move to strike the
requisite number of words, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. We are told, Mr.
Chairman, that this amendment is
needed because it is the only way to
stop native Americans from avoiding

paying taxes. But in the debate we are
having here today I hope we all under-
stand that we have Indian tribes, we
have individual members of that tribe,
and then we also have just individual
members of this country.

This amendment, as written by the
authors, is really directed at native
American tribes, not individuals. So
even if we pass this amendment, and I
hope we do not, but even if we passed
it, individuals can still continue to
avoid taxes. Unfortunately, every day
in this country people think of ways
and schemes on how to avoid paying
taxes.

Our Constitution does recognize the
sovereignty of native American tribes.
Land that is placed in trust then goes
underneath that sovereignty, and on
that land there may not be taxes im-
posed by the Federal Government, just
like the Federal Government does not
impose taxes on each and every State
in a direct manner, but we do on indi-
viduals.

Each State in this country is a sov-
ereign State, and each State has dif-
ferent workers’ compensation laws, un-
employment laws, single business
taxes, and also competes against each
other in attracting businesses.

But this amendment’s intent, I be-
lieve, is to start chipping away at sov-
ereignty for native American tribes.
The intent is to take away those sov-
ereign rights, and to in fact tax the Na-
tive American tribes and not individ-
uals.

The authors indicate that the States
can do more, and they are trying to
level the playing field, but the States
have in fact entered into many agree-
ments; like my State of Michigan, they
have entered into agreements.

In fact, we have heard throughout
this debate today that there are these
200 State tribal taxation agreements in
18 different States. If 18 different
States can enter into 200 agreements,
why cannot those States who feel they
are coming up a little short on their
taxation in their States enforce those
agreements?

The primary author of this agree-
ment, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ISTOOK], the Oklahoma Tax Com-
mission has passed legislation as early
as 1992 which does impose taxes and
does impose taxes on cigarettes and
gasoline in the State of Oklahoma. In
fact, I have a letter here from Kathryn
Bass, deputy general counsel, that says
that ‘‘in lieu of State tobacco and sales
taxes in the amount of 25 percent of all
applicable State excise taxes on all
cigarettes and tobacco products pur-
chased by the Nation or its licensees
for resale in Indian country without
reference to the membership or non-
membership status of the purchasing
public.’’

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the letter of July 9, 1997, from
Kathryn Bass to Mr. Baker-Shank.

The letter referred to is as follows:
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OKLAHOMA TAX COMMISSION,
Oklahoma City, OK, July 9, 1997.

PHILLIP BAKER-SHANK, DORSEY & WHITNEY,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. BAKER-SHANK: Pursuant to your
inquiry, this will confirm that the State of
Oklahoma and the Choctaw Nation signed a
Tribal/State Tobacco Tax Compact dated
June 8, 1992, effective January 1, 1993.

Pursuant to the Compact, the Nation
agreed to make payments to the State in
lieu of state tobacco and sales taxes in the
amount of 25% of all applicable State excise
taxes on all cigarettes and tobacco products
purchased by the Nation or its licensees for
resale in Indian country without reference to
the membership or non-membership status of
the purchasing public. The payments in lieu
of state taxes are collected by the whole-
salers selling cigarettes and tobacco prod-
ucts to the Nation and its licensees and are
included in the wholesale purchase price of
the products.

The Compact is authorized pursuant to 68
O.S. § 346 et seq.

Very truly yours,
KATHRYN BASS,

Deputy General Counsel.
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So they put in a 25-percent payment
in lieu of taxes. That is sort of a cre-
ative way in which one State has ad-
dressed this issue. I think each and
every State should do it that way.

My own State of Michigan, we have
come up with ways to place not only
excise taxes but also sales tax on
whether it be gasoline, tobacco sold by
native American tribes or individuals
within our State. The problem that we
have here is really a State issue. The
States have shown the ingenuity to ad-
dress this issue.

I do not want the Federal Govern-
ment, this Congress or anyone else tell-
ing Michigan how to enter into these
agreements with native Americans. I
do not want the Federal Government
telling us how to do our job back in our
States. We have creative State legisla-
tors. We have creative Governors. We
have creative State tax commissions.
They are the best to issue or address
this issue. I do not believe it is nec-
essary for us, the U.S. Congress, to
start telling the States how to address
this issue.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I see this
as an attack on the sovereignty of na-
tive American tribes throughout this
Nation. I would hope that we would de-
feat this amendment.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I rise today in strong support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY] to promote tax fairness and re-
lieve our Nation’s small businesses
from unfair competition by Indian
tribes.

Let me make it very clear what this
amendment does. It simply says that
no new Federal lands can be trans-
ferred into tribal trust until Indian
tribes reach a binding agreement re-
garding State and local sales tax on
sales to non-Indians. The Supreme

Court has made it very clear that only
sales to members of the Indian tribes
holding the land in trust are properly
exempted from State and local taxes.
But what is actually happening?

Many Indian tribes are using prop-
erty in tribal trust to operate truck
stops, gas stations, convenience stores
and other retail outlets without charg-
ing any State or local fuel sales or ex-
cise taxes. This in turn means that
they are selling goods to non-Indians
at prices far below what any other
small business can charge; in the case
of gasoline, some 20 to 30 cents less per
gallon.

Mr. Chairman, this is patently un-
fair. It is unfair to our Nation’s small
business owners. It is unfair to our
State governments which are losing
millions of dollars annually in tax rev-
enue. Mr. Chairman, I am all for lower
taxes on consumers, but I am also for
tax fairness. This is a serious loophole
that Congress must close. I strongly
urge my colleagues to support the
Istook-Visclosky amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK].

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to address a couple of issues that
have been mentioned by some of my
colleagues. For example, we heard the
argument, well, is this not the same as
States having different levels of taxes
for gasoline or cigarettes or whatever
it might be. No, it is not the same, be-
cause this is a patchwork quilt.

This is where the Bureau of Indian
Affairs is, for example, taking applica-
tions for a tribe in Oklahoma to open
up a convenience store at a crossroads
of two interstate highways in Ohio
where they have never had any histori-
cal connection, they do not have any
sort of tribal lands or any relevance
there except it is a nice location to get
a lot of traffic and make a lot of
money. An Oklahoma tribe with appli-
cations in Arizona, an Oklahoma tribe
with applications in Georgia. And it
goes on, too, with different States.

We have cities finding that different
residential lots, not in one block as
part of an Indian area or reservation
but in a patchwork quilt, they will
come in and take one residential lot in
the middle of a community and open up
a store and say they are exempt from
the zoning laws, as well.

This is more like if one State said, I
am going to buy a piece of property in
another State, and if I go out of Okla-
homa and I go to Missouri and I say,
‘‘Now this land I bought is no longer
under the laws of the State of Missouri,
it is under the laws of the State of
Oklahoma.’’ So you could have, for ex-
ample, Florida with a gas tax of a nick-
el a gallon saying, ‘‘We are going to
buy pieces of property in Connecticut
where it is 38 cents a gallon. And we
are going to undercut the price and we
will tell everybody they are not in Con-
necticut anymore, they are in Flor-
ida.’’

So if they go into Rhode Island where
it is 28 cents a gallon, or if North Caro-

lina, with 5 cents a pack cigarette
taxes says, ‘‘We are going to open up
pieces of North Carolina in New York
State where the cigarette tax is 56
cents a pack or in New Jersey where it
is 40 cents a pack or Massachusetts
where it is 51 cents a pack, and we are
going to sell it for the taxes only a
nickel a pack,’’ you see what happens
with this patchwork quilt that is being
created.

These are not tribes wanting to have
operations on their reservations or on
Indian lands. These are tribes that
want to pick and choose the premier
locations anyplace in the country with
no connection, no next door neighbor
situation with any existing tribes, not
contiguous land, but just say ‘‘We want
to buy up different tracts and create a
checkerboard. And our tribal lands are
checkerboarded all over the place, and
they all just happen to be locations
where lots of people come by to buy
gasoline and cigarettes and groceries
and evade the tax.’’

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I yield to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I will not
take much time.

As we conclude this debate, I think it
is important that we understand what
this debate is not. I will not debate the
merits. I made it clear earlier that on
the merits, the substance of this, I
think this is bad public policy. I think
it is extraordinarily important that
every Member that votes on this under-
stand what this amendment is about
or, more to the point, what it is not
about.

I just heard a moment ago the gen-
tleman from California talking about
how this would prevent the transfer of
any lands until, and then he went on to
say, until the tribes have entered into
such an agreement dealing with the
collection of taxes.

Mr. Chairman, that had to do with an
amendment that was stricken on a
point of order. This amendment, this
amendment that we are considering
right now says only that the Secretary
may not use any funds in this act to
carry out purposes, provisions of the
act to acquire through relinquishment,
gift, exchange or assignment any inter-
est in lands or surface rights to lands
outside of existing Indian reservations.

Mr. Chairman, it does not have any-
thing to do with the issue that we have
all been talking about, myself in-
cluded, about taxes, about whether it is
fair that tribes should collect taxes,
pay taxes for sales to non-Indians on
their reservations. It does not have
anything to do with that. It says only
that the Secretary may not acquire, do
anything, spend any money to acquire
any land to put it into trust status.
For whatever reason it is being done,
no money may be spent.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK].

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman aware there are actually
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some 30 different laws under which
property is taken into trust and the
amendment only addresses one specific
one, leaving in place a multitude of
others which, among other things, per-
mit tribes to acquire hospital property
and so forth? Is the gentleman aware
that this is only 1 of some 30 different
sections under which lands can be
taken in and put into trust?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I am
aware that it is only one of the various
provisions, but that one provision does
not have to do with just taxes. It does
not have anything to do with taxes.

It is only one provision for bringing
them in but it is also one that is ex-
traordinarily important and would
limit, could have severe limitations on
the ability of the Secretary to bring
lands into tribal trust status. It is for
that reason, Mr. Chairman, I believe
that we should reject this amendment.

I understand why the gentleman has
proposed the amendment, because it
was the only way that it could be
brought to the floor, but it is too
broad. It does not do what it is in-
tended to do. It goes far beyond that
and prevents the Secretary from bring-
ing any land under tribal trust status
at any point.

I believe that that is a mistake. I
would urge Members of this body to re-
ject this amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I call for
a vote on the amendment.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this has been a very
interesting debate. I know my father
raised me with the belief always that
the American Indians had gotten a raw
deal in our Nation’s history. I have
tried to be very sympathetic to many
of the problems they have had.

Clearly, from listening to the debate
today, this issue of tax collection is
being handled very well in some States.
But also it is very clear that there are
some very serious problems with what
is going on in some other areas. Indeed,
I think the gentleman from Oklahoma
has spelled out very clearly the nature
of this problem and the severity of the
problem.

Indeed, it is worth noting that if we
did not have a problem here and that if
it did not need to be dealt with, we
would not have a situation where the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislators,
these are all our colleagues who work
in the State houses, have supported
this. The National League of Cities, no
less, is supporting this. So I would en-
courage my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’
on the Istook-Visclosky amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK].

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I hope
we can wrap this up.

I think it is important to stress what
is happening here, what the Federal
Government is making possible be-
cause of the patchwork quilt, hundreds

of thousands of acres but sometimes it
is a quarter acre here, a quarter acre
there, maybe a full acre here for a
truck stop, convenience store, smoke
shop, whatever it may be, with total
disregard to the States where a tribe
may normally operate, with total dis-
regard to its historic boundaries,
whether you are talking about 20th
century history or 19th century or 18th
century or whatever. It is the basic
rule of real estate, location, location,
location, that is what is driving this,
that and the ability, not because of
sovereign immunity, not because of
treaties, but, as the U.S. Supreme
Court has stated, solely because Con-
gress has failed to act that they are
marketing the failure to charge taxes
which the U.S. Supreme Court says are
owing and are due when non-tribal
Members make these purchases.

This is not an old advertisement.
This ad is about 8 months old. It is
after Oklahoma had tried to get tribes
to enter into compacts. Only 3 out of 39
tribes in Oklahoma were willing to do
so, despite some very heavy financial
incentives, because they can make
more money by saying, ‘‘Come buy
from us, no tax on cigarettes, no tax on
gasoline, no tax on beer.’’ And what
difference does it make if they are not
charging those taxes?

Look at the difference. If you do not
charge on gasoline, 26 cents a gallon,
you go to the corner, one station has a
price 26 cents each and every gallon
lower than the other. Where do you
take your business? Cigarettes, average
of 41 cents a pack. Where do you take
your business?

North Carolina cannot come into
Massachusetts and say, ‘‘We have a 40
cents a pack, 46 cents a pack differen-
tial. We are going to open up a branch
of North Carolina in the middle of Mas-
sachusetts so the Massachusetts busi-
nesses cannot do business.’’

I heard someone on this floor say,
well, that is okay, everybody can make
a deal with the tribes. That means if
you do not do business with the tribes
you cannot stay in business if you do
not let them take over your operation.
What a difference it makes. This is
from an actual retail location. It goes
through their grocery, tobacco, beer
profit, personnel, expenses, everything.
If they have to pay the tax, the busi-
ness operates an annual loss of $5,500 a
year. If they do not have to collect the
tax, they make $927,000 profit.

Who can stay in business if the Fed-
eral Government permits people to
thumb their nose at the law? This is
basic fairness. This is basic justice.
This is basic playing by the rules. We
have $6.5 billion in this bill and in
other bills going directly to the benefit
of Indian tribes. Do we also say that we
want to give them the key to every
business in the country, so that those
that are trying to abide by the law can-
not compete and our local commu-
nities do not have the billions of dol-
lars they are losing in gasoline, ciga-
rette, and sales taxes that pays for our

roads, that pays for our schools, that
pays for public safety?
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I urge Members to vote for the
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am of a split mind,
frankly, on the Istook amendment. I
am concerned about some of the issues
that he raises, and I frankly think that
some of the tribes have abused their
ability to have land put in trust. And I
think, for that reason, that the author-
izing committee in charge of basic law
ought to hold hearings and ought to
produce a legislative vehicle that cor-
rects that problem.

While the Istook amendment is ad-
vertised as attacking a problem such as
the differential in tax law that the gen-
tleman has referred to, in fact that is
not what this amendment does. This
amendment simply says, cold turkey,
that none of the funds may be made
available for the purposes of acquiring
trust lands. That goes too far. It is not
consistent with the traditions or obli-
gations of this country, and for that
reason I think that the amendment
ought to be defeated.

I would also say that I would be
much more inclined to vote for the
gentleman’s amendments in the future
if they are not accompanied by an ef-
fort to use the congressional frank in
order to send material into other Mem-
bers’ districts which is essentially mis-
leading and is not descriptive of the ac-
tual amendments before the House.

I am very willing to respond to legiti-
mate suggestions for change in the law,
but I do not respond very well to lobby-
ing pressure from anybody, especially
when it comes from another Member of
Congress. It seems to me that Members
of Congress have an obligation to tend
to their own districts. I think they
ought to be very careful about the na-
ture of mail which they send into other
Members’ districts under the frank.

The frank is a privilege that Mem-
bers of this House have that should not
be used to create internal lobbying.
The gentleman from Oklahoma is well-
known as someone who does not like to
see Federal agencies or Federal grant-
ees lobbying with Federal money. I
also do not like to see Members of Con-
gress lobbying with Federal money, es-
pecially when they are lobbying each
other through the use of the frank and
when frank material is sent into con-
gressional districts which is not con-
sistent with amendments that are ac-
tually offered on the House floor.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would simply say
that I think there are two problems
with the gentleman’s approach. First, I
do not, for one, think that it is appro-
priate to engage in what is in essence a
lobbying operation with taxpayers’
money by sending franked material
into other Members’ congressional dis-
tricts.

Second, if that material is sent in, I
think it ought to accurately reflect the
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situation which exists in each of those
States, and the material I saw did not.

And, third, I would suggest that the
amendment ought to be offered which
in fact attacks the problem that is de-
scribed in the speeches accompanying
the amendment. Eliminating all abil-
ity to take land in as trust lands is not
the correct remedy for the problem at
hand.

The gentleman from Oklahoma is
correct about the problem. I, for one,
very deeply resent the fact that some
of the tribes have used existing law to
take land into trust and then operate
casinos on that land far from their res-
ervation. I think that is an outrageous
abuse of the trust privilege.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I also
think that it is wrong to convey a mis-
interpretation of what some of our
Governors and some of our State legis-
latures have been able to negotiate by
way of agreements with tribes so that
they do, in fact, collect the correct
amount of tax revenues from those
States.

I would simply say that the gen-
tleman is partially correct in his con-
cern, but this is not the way to go
about it. I do not think it is legitimate
to wipe out the Secretary’s ability to
take land into trust across the board
when, in fact, the problem is much nar-
rower than this amendment would lead
one to believe.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the House for
its indulgence in allowing me the addi-
tional minute.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to answer what has just been put
forth as an abuse of the frank. In fact,
the information sent by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] was to
public officials, cleared by the House
Committee on Frank; and its erroneous
nature will be determined by the facts
and not by a Member standing on the
floor.

I would rise to support the Istook
amendment but begrudgingly. I come
from the second largest tribal district
in the United States, and I want to de-
scribe for the Members of this body
what is occurring. In fact, extortion is
occurring today as members of tribes
go out and tell people who are inde-
pendent private businessmen, many of
which are members of that same tribe,
that if they do not sell their fast food
stores to them, if they do not sell their
gas stations to them, that they will
open one across the way and eliminate
their business.

So not only is there an unfair com-
petitive advantage, not only is there an
unethical approach, but in fact there is
extortion, which is under investigation
by the FBI at the present time.

This is well-placed common sense. It
does not limit all tribal lands coming
under trust. What it says, simply, is
that there must be an agreement be-
tween the tribes.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman was not here, and the
only point I would want to make is
that, first of all, the first Istook
amendment that did what the gen-
tleman wanted to do was struck down
on a point of order, so now he has this
secondary amendment. Under this
amendment, remember now, the Sec-
retary of the Interior must approve
this.

I would say to the gentleman, if it
was ever done in this kind of a threat-
ening way, we will drive you out of
business, that application I think
would be turned down summarily by
the Secretary of the Interior.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
COBURN] has expired.

(On request of Mr. DICKS, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. COBURN was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman continue to yield for one
further comment?

Mr. COBURN. I will continue to yield
to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the sec-
ond comment is the parties would have
a right to go to court, into federal dis-
trict court, to stop the transfer into
trust. I would think under that kind of
a practice that the courts would strike
down the application.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I will be
happy to allow the other gentleman
from Oklahoma to answer that, but I
will tell the gentleman from Washing-
ton that presently those very things
that he is describing are ongoing with-
out interference from the BIA or the
Secretary and, in fact, there is extor-
tion ongoing.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I will
join the gentleman in going to the FBI,
if that is accurate.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would tell the gen-
tleman that I have been to the FBI.

I want to bring one additional point
before I yield to the other gentleman
from Oklahoma. We have before us an
historic agreement on tobacco which
has associated with it taxes on to-
bacco. Do my colleagues know where
all the cigarettes will be sold in the fu-
ture? They will be sold on tribal prop-
erties throughout the United States.

The Cherokee Nation, the Creek Na-
tion, the Choctaw Nation, anywhere in
history that they have lands, they will
come and buy land and claim it as trib-
al lands, and they will be the sellers in
fact of gasoline, they will be the sellers
in fact of tobacco, they will be the
owners of casino gambling, of bingo

halls, and, in fact, the revenue lost to
individual localities, municipalities
and States will be enormous.

We have to deal with the greater
issue: Can there truly be a sovereign
country inside a sovereign country?
That is one we will not attack. Nobody
wants to deal with that issue. That is
why we face this problem. And until we
say the Indians cannot be truly sov-
ereign, until we stop giving to the
Cherokee Nation $100 million a year
and allowing them to waste a large
portion of that through the problems,
if the gentleman is familiar now with
what is going on with the Cherokee Na-
tion, then we will not solve this prob-
lem.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I think
the important thing to recall is, as has
been pointed out before, there are ap-
proximately 30 laws on the books under
which the Bureau of Indian Affairs can
take property into tribal trust. This
amendment only creates a restriction,
a moratorium, upon one of them.

The only reason hearings have not
been held, of course, is that despite re-
quests many months old to do so, the
authorizing committee has not held
the hearings although we have re-
quested them.

We have advised people of the provi-
sions which were passed by this House
last year by a vote of 212 to 206 which
are incorporated in House Resolution
1168 sponsored by the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. VISCLOSKY] and myself
and over 50 other Members of this
body.

That was what the original amend-
ment was that was offered on this floor
because a point of order was raised and
sustained against it. Then we came
with the substitute amendment which
only enacts the moratorium on one of
the some 30-odd mechanisms. It leaves
in place, for example, the mechanism
where they can still acquire property
for hospitals and other what is called
eleemosynary institutions for public
assistance and public good and so
forth.

We are trying to target this as nar-
rowly as the House rules permit us.
And of course with the assistance of
the Senate and the conference commit-
tee, we expect to improve upon that
yet further.

This is an important amendment, Mr.
Chairman, because the problem, as the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
COBURN] states, is accelerating, it is
growing, and nobody can stay in busi-
ness when their competitors have this
advantage and can locate anywhere
they wish without being tied to exist-
ing tribal lands.

The moratorium is only on new
lands. It does not affect what they may
do with lands which the tribes already
have, whether they own them outright
or are in trust.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Indiana.
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I

would use the time remaining to em-
phasize that this is a bipartisan pro-
posal between the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] and myself.

What we were trying to do was to en-
sure that States and locales have the
resources to provide for the people that
they represent; to provide for a fair
playing field for entrepreneurs in this
country.

I would emphasize we are not impos-
ing a new tax. We are not taking any-
thing away from Indians in the United
States of America. What we are simply
asking for is appropriate negotiations
as far as State compacts.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this endeavor.

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the Istook-Vis-
closky amendment. I believe that this legisla-
tion will protect small businesses from unfair
competition and will ensure that states receive
the nontribal tax revenues due them.

The Istook amendment addresses several
important issues: Should a program designed
to help native Americans tribes acquire lands
for agriculture, industrial, and cultural pur-
poses be instead used to drive out local com-
petition? Should the American taxpayer be ex-
pected to foot the bill? The answer to both
these questions is ‘‘no.’’ In fact, the U.S. Su-
preme Court has ruled that nontribal cus-
tomers must pay State taxes on goods pur-
chased on tribal land.

For States such as Washington, New York,
California, Oklahoma, and Michigan—which
are home to sizable tribal lands covering hun-
dreds or thousands of square miles—the costs
are extremely significant. My home State of
Washington has lost $63 million in lost reve-
nue from the sale of cigarettes alone. This fig-
ure, of course, does not include the lost op-
portunity costs to small business, men and
women who were forced out of business be-
cause they could not compete with tax exempt
tribal lands.

Mr. Chairman, I submit to you that it is un-
fair that programs and funds intended to be
used by tribes to provide low cost food, hous-
ing, and to foster native American economic
development, and heritage be used instead to
fund anticompetitive activities.

The Supreme Court has also ruled that the
issue of native American tribes collecting State
excise taxes on sales to nontribal individuals
that occur on tribal land does not involve na-
tive American tribes’ claims of sovereign im-
munity. Nor does it involve any existing treaty
obligation of the U.S. Government. It is, in-
stead, a problem which Congress has created
and which Congress must rectify. The amend-
ment before us would do that, and I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose this amendment. This is a classic exam-
ple of overreaction by Congress. This is curing
a sprained ankle with a sledgehammer.

The gentleman from Oklahoma is trying to
solve a problem that exists in a very few in-
stances. I am told that a few Indian busi-
nesses are selling large amounts of tobacco
and motor fuels without collecting State and
local sales and excise taxes. I can appreciate
how this gives a competitive advantage to a
few Indian businesses.

I will support legislation which will straighten
out this problem to the satisfaction of the
States and local communities as well as the
tribes.

However, I cannot support this amendment
because it would place a limitation on appro-
priated funds that will adversely affect all In-
dian tribes.

Most lands being taken into trust have noth-
ing whatsoever to do with taxes or commercial
businesses. Most lands being taken into trust
are small home sites which lie within an exist-
ing Indian reservation, parcels of nontrust land
scattered from one end of a reservation to the
other. Out west this is a very common land
ownership pattern and is called
checkerboarded land ownership. Administering
these checkerboarded lands is a nightmare
both for the States and the tribes.

Let me point out that small parcels of Indian
land are still going out of trust every year. As
a matter of fact, more land is going out of trust
each year than is being taken into trust. In
1996, for example, 130,000 acres of land went
out of trust and only 55,000 acres were taken
into trust.

For decades the Interior Department has
been trying to block up these checkerboard
lands by taking back into trust those lands
purchased by tribes which were originally part
of a reservation and then went out of trust
under the 1887 General Allotment Act.

The effect of this amendment would be cat-
astrophic for any Indian tribe which has spent
years and years and thousands and thou-
sands of dollars buying back their lands. In
many instances, these lands purchased by
tribes will have little value to anybody unless
they are taken into trust.

Tribes are doing this for reasonable, prac-
tical purposes. The Bureau of Indian Affairs
operates law enforcement programs, road
maintenance programs, environmental serv-
ices programs, real estate services programs,
water resources programs, and a large num-
ber of other programs which only apply to trust
lands. Tribes want their members living on
these lands to benefit from these programs.

Trust status defines the jurisdictional powers
exercised by a tribal government. It also de-
fines the extent of State jurisdiction. It deter-
mines Federal criminal jurisdiction.

The gentleman from Oklahoma wants to
solve a commercial tax problem which many
of the States have already solved. I am told
that even the State of Oklahoma has worked
out most of its tax problems with most of its
tribes.

This amendment, however, ignores all of
these State solutions. Instead, this amend-
ment would completely eliminate the Secretary
of the Interior’s ability to take any land into
trust, in any State for any reason.

Mr. Chairman, this sledgehammer approach
is wrong and I urge my colleagues to oppose
this amendment.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I encourage
my colleagues to oppose the Istook amend-
ment because it improperly interferes with es-
tablished practices for placing Indian lands
into trust. In addition, the Interior appropria-
tions bill is not the place to consider this ill-ad-
vised amendment.

Our country has struggled to address the
needs of native Americans who lost more than
90 million acres near the turn of the century.
But we have arrived at a process that works
under the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934.

The Secretary of the Interior is able to con-
sider applications to place Indian land in trust.
Placing land in trust is intended to promote
self-determination and economic self-suffi-
ciency for tribes. It is important to keep in
mind that 40 percent of applications to place
land in trust are not approved. In addition,
many acres of land are removed from trust
status each year. In 1995, more than 130,000
acres went out of trust while only 55,000 acres
went into trust.

The Istook amendment rewrites the process
for placing lands in trust and could unfairly
block Indian lands from entering trust status. It
would backtrack on the principle that relations
between native Americans and the United
States should be at the level of the Federal
Government, rather than at the State level
where, historically, Indian tribes have been
treated fairly. Under the Istook amendment, a
State would only need to refuse to negotiate
with an Indian tribe in order to block that
tribe’s lands from being placed in trust.

Finally, the Istook amendment should be op-
posed on procedural grounds alone. This
amendment constitutes a substantial revision
of policy toward native American lands that
ought not to be attached to the Interior appro-
priations bill. But at the very least, it should be
fully considered before the House makes such
a dramatic policy change. Unfortunately, hear-
ings have not been held on the Istook amend-
ment, nor was it considered by the Interior
Subcommittee or the full Appropriations Com-
mittee.

I urge my colleagues to vote against the
Istook amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending
that, I make a point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 181, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]
will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. HILL

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 14 offered by Mr. HILL:
Page 89, after line 15, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 325. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available to the Indian
Health Service by this Act may be used to
restructure the funding of Indian health care
delivery systems to Alaskan Natives.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I offer this
amendment on behalf of the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], chairman of
the Committee on Resources. He has
been asked by the Alaska regional non-
profit health corporations to offer an
amendment to the Interior appropria-
tions bill.

Currently, health care in Alaska’s 226
Native villages is provided by 12 re-
gional nonprofit health corporations.
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These corporations are governed by
elected village government representa-
tives. They set policies and priorities
for health care delivery to Alaska Na-
tives within their regions and villages.

This tribally-controlled health deliv-
ery structure implements self-govern-
ance and self-determination legislation
as mandated by Congress. Chairman
YOUNG was actively involved with the
passage of these important legislative
measures to promote self-governance
and self-determination by villages in
Alaska.

As I just described, these 12 regional
nonprofit health corporations provide
health care services to 226 federally
recognized Alaska Native villages or
tribes, consisting of approximately
86,000 Alaska Natives. However, as
mandated under Public Law 93–638, as
amended, the Indian Health Service
has recently let several villages break
away from these regionalized health
care delivery systems.

This mandatory provision allows the
villages to administer their own health
care programs, on a fragmented basis,
which the IHS funds directly. At the
same time, corresponding resources are
siphoned off almost quid pro quo from
the regional nonprofit health corpora-
tions. This, of course, diminishes the
quality and extent of health care serv-
ices provided by the regional health
corporations to thousands of village
residents.

Chairman YOUNG has fought long and
hard for village self-governance and
will continue to do so. However, he
frankly cannot justify fragmenting and
destroying a workable regionalized
health care system which at least
meets the minimal health care needs of
Alaska Natives.

We, as a Congress, have a duty to
protect and advance Alaska Native vil-
lages and peoples. The provision of ade-
quate health care services must be a
top priority in Congress’s protection of
Alaska Native peoples. After all, we are
talking about the life and death of
Alaska citizens.

This amendment seeks to protect the
health and lives of Alaska Natives by
maintaining health care delivery on a
regional basis under the nonprofit cor-
porations, which again are governed by
elected Alaska Native village rep-
resentatives. This has proven to be a
very effective delivery system in meet-
ing the minimum health care needs of
the people. Why monkey around with a
program that works?

In the interim, it is the position of
the Alaska delegation that Congress, in
honoring the U.S. trust responsibility,
not allow any more villages to separate
from the regional health corporations
until Congress takes further action
after the General Accounting Office is-
sues a report on the impacts of costs
and health care delivery to Alaska Na-
tives.

I urge the adoption of this Alaska-
specific amendment.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
have no adverse impact on the delivery
of health services to Alaska Natives. It
simply codifies IHS’s current policy
with respect to the compact between
the agency and the Indian health care
corporations. To the best of my knowl-
edge, there is no opposition. We are
prepared to accept the amendment on
this side.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the only
thing we have heard is that Health and
Human Services is concerned that the
proposed amendment could infringe on
the right of tribal governments to par-
ticipate in self-determination contract-
ing and compacting, which is their
right pursuant to the Indian Self-De-
termination and Education Act.

We understand that GAO will be
asked to study the complexities of this
situation. It would be prudent to delay
action on this matter until the results
of this analysis are completed and re-
viewed by the tribal governments, Con-
gress, and the administration. And this
language comes up, this statement
comes up with the blessing of OMB and
the Indian Health Service.

I am not going to object to the
amendment. I think we can check with
the administration during conference
and make certain that we are on solid
ground here. The gentleman has offered
the amendment for the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], and I have no ob-
jection to it, but I wanted to put this
in the RECORD at this point.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Montana [Mr. HILL].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. STUPAK

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 15 offered by Mr. STUPAK:
Page 89, after line 15, insert the following:
SEC. 325. None of the funds made available

by this Act may be used for the eviction of
any person from real property in Sleeping
Bear Dunes National Lakeshore that the per-
son was authorized, on July 10, 1997, to oc-
cupy under a lease by the Department of the
Interior or a special use permit issued by the
Department of the Interior.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I will be
brief. My amendment is strictly a limi-
tation amendment which simply pre-
vents the eviction of individuals at
Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lake
Shore until the abandoned buildings or
previous structures are removed and
taken care of.

Basically, what it says, Mr. Chair-
man, is my understanding right now
over at Sleeping Bear Dunes National
Lake Shore there are over 100 aban-
doned buildings from folks who had
leases with the Park Service. The Park
Service was then to tear those build-

ings down and let the area go back to
its natural state.

Unfortunately, the Park Service has
not had the money to clean up these
abandoned sites, so today there are
over 100 abandoned dwellings on the
lake shore. There is no money to tear
them down, to allow it to go back to
its natural state. So they do not have
money to do it, but yet we are still
evicting people. We are still evicting
people. We do not have money to clean
up the past abandoned buildings. This
year alone 11 more people will be evict-
ed.

What my amendment simply does, it
is not a permanent amendment, but
what it simply does is holds eviction
for the length of this legislation, which
is approximately 1 year. There is no
reason in the world for an additional
eyesore upon the Sleeping Bear Na-
tional Lake Shore. There is no reason
to have abandoned buildings. There is
no reason to have deteriorating build-
ings when we cannot take care of the
ones we already have. In a way, it is a
1-year moratorium.

I understand that there is no objec-
tion. I want to thank the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], for helping
me along on this process; the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES], the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS], and others who have worked
with us on this process to put the
amendment in this legislation.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word. We are pre-
pared to accept the amendment of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
STUPAK], but I do want to make it clear
that this is only a 1-year, temporary
withholding and that ultimately these
residents will be required to move. Of
course, they will be compensated, but
they will eventually be required to sell
to the Government. But in view of the
fact that the Park Service currently
has 100 structures that they have not
had the funding to remove, I do not
think it would be fair to those that are
still there to make them move during
the next fiscal year.

I would urge the Park Service to get
on with removing the structures that
are already there and have been pur-
chased by the Service. By imposing a 1-
year moratorium, we give the residents
confidence that they will, at least, be
able to stay through fiscal year 1998.
We support the amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I share
the concern of the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. REGULA] about letting this
go on beyond 1 year. The Park Service
has, in fact, written a letter of concern
about this. But under the cir-
cumstances, if they have not torn down
the structures, the gentleman I think
makes a persuasive case that for 1
year, at least, we ought to go along
with this.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, I yield to the gen-
tlemen from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I am con-
cerned about the type of precedent. I
understand there is a special problem
asserted in this particular instance,
but the word ‘‘eviction’’ used by the
amendment author very much sur-
prises me. I expect that most of these
individuals had a 25-year contract that
they made to, in fact, utilize the prop-
erty, and I might add at generally rea-
sonable prices, and receive then the
compensation for their property under
specific terms of a contract.

I am surprised to hear that there are
so many sites. I do not know every
year if you look at what is happening
with these properties that were largely
voluntarily sold, maybe some years
ago, that you may be getting into an
issue here where every year, even this
year in 1997, you may have individuals
that are now expected to in fact give
up the properties in accord with their
agreements. When an amendment like
this passes, I think it raises all sorts of
issues and questions.

This is not an unusual problem. We
had the same thing with the Indiana
Dunes, and I think that you will find
that there are many Members that
have come before our authorizing com-
mittee on this sort of matter. So I un-
derstand the concerns being expressed
here by my friend and colleague from
Michigan [Mr. STUPAK], but I also
would suggest that there is an issue
here that is going to obviously open up
the floodgates with regards to this type
of orderly agreements and contracts by
land management agencies acquiring
lands and properties.

I hope the dollars are available for
demolishing and moving these empty
buildings out, these acquisitions were
painful decisions that were made at
some expense and time to the taxpayer,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I understand the
concerns of the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO]. This is one of the
reasons that we have given the Park
Service additional money to deal with
backlog maintenance. This would fall
within that category, and I emphasize
that we are only contemplating this
limitation for 1 year.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK],
who may want to comment.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. In response
to my friend from Minnesota, this has
been going on for some time. This lake
shore property in my district, there are
over 100 abandoned buildings.

Today is the first time I heard where
the Park Service, not from the chair-
man, but we had a letter from the Park
Service that said suddenly we have
money. For 3 years we have been try-
ing to address it. If this is the only way
we can address this issue, then this leg-
islation has a lot of merit because we
at least got to addressing the issue
after 3 years.

It is not just my district. I know in
Delaware and Indiana and other places
we have to address it and there has to
be some kind of fairness. If we are tell-
ing people their time is up, they have
to move off, and it is just going to sit
there, for a lot of these folks this lake
shore property goes through two coun-
ties in my district. They are the eyes
and ears, and they help out the Park
Service and they keep the buildings
maintained. I think that is better than
some abandoned building that becomes
an attractive nuisance and we have li-
ability issues.

So while I understand the concerns
about all the limitations of only 1 year,
at the same time I think we have to
start addressing it in a very practical
manner. I appreciate the cooperation I
have received from everyone on this
issue.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. COBURN

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. COBURN:
Page 89, after line 15, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 325. (a) None of the funds made avail-

able by this Act may be obligated or ex-
pended for the Man and Biosphere Program
or the World Heritage Program administered
by the United Nations Educational, Sci-
entific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO).

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 60 minutes and that
the time be equally divided.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, unfortunately, I
have been instructed by our leadership
that we have to object to any time
agreements at this point. I regret that,
but I have no choice.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.

COBURN] is recognized for 5 minutes.
Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, this is

not truly about biosphere reserves.
This is not about the United Nations.
What this is about is us as a body and
whether or not we are going to follow
our constitutional process in this body.
This is just one example of many where
this body has violated and continues to
violate its own rules in terms of au-
thorized programs.

In the last several years millions of
dollars have been spent on this pro-
gram as well as hundreds of other pro-
grams without any authorization what-
soever from this body. This amendment

seeks to eliminate just one of the many
hundreds of areas where money is
spent, taxpayer money is spent, never
being approved by Congress in an au-
thorizing body, never being looked at
completely by that authorizing body.

Second, it lacks complete oversight.
There is no oversight into the money,
the taxpayer money that is spent.
There has been no oversight function
whatsoever.

What this amendment attempts to do
is to talk to the Congress about return-
ing to do what it is supposed to do.
Now if you oppose this amendment,
then what you really do is you oppose
us operating under the rules that we
have set for ourselves, because what in
fact we have said is that we are not
going to fund money for programs that
are not authorized. We are not going to
spend American taxpayers’ money in a
way that we cannot go and see that it
is spent properly.

We are not going to spend money on
authorizing programs. There were ex-
clusions in the first three authorizing
programs that came through this
House floor that said we will not allow
money to be spent on this until it will
be authorized.

So I would simply ask, Mr. Chair-
man, that we in fact apply the rules of
the House and the disciplines that were
put there on purpose so that we do the
right job with the American taxpayers’
money.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH].

b 1600

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I thank the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to very briefly
identify with the remarks of my col-
leagues. This has less to do with the
United Nations, but it has more to do
with the fact that we as Congressmen
must abide by the constitutional re-
sponsibilities that we have and, that is,
not only to protect the pocketbooks of
the taxpayers dollars in good and wise
expenditures but also their ability to
make a living. A lot of Americans are
still having to make a living off the
land.

I just want to call attention to the
fact that there are 47 biosphere reserve
sites already designated in the United
States without congressional author-
ity, sites whose acreages would total
the land base of the State of Colorado.

We can see Colorado here designated
in black. That is the land base that has
been designated as biosphere reserves,
without any authorization from Con-
gress and without the local people real-
izing or being informed that this was
happening to their land base. It is a se-
rious problem. It needs congressional
oversight and congressional authority.

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose the
gentleman’s amendment to prohibit
U.S. funds for the U.S. Man and the
Biosphere Program and for the World
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Heritage programs which are both ad-
ministered by the United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific and Cultural Orga-
nization [UNESCO].

As the gentleman points out, I think
erroneously, these programs do report
on how the money is expended on those
particular programs. Regrettably we
are not members of UNESCO, the Unit-
ed Nations group. President Reagan
made sure of that by taking us out dur-
ing his administration. I contend that
we ought to be back in the organiza-
tion so that we could sit at the table
with other nations and obviously have
a better sense of monitoring. But this
amendment, Mr. Chairman, caters to
the ill-founded fears of a tiny minority
of people in this population of ours who
sees a worldwide conspiracy behind
every UNESCO program.

Frankly, the debate on this issue has
surfaced some of the grossest distor-
tion of facts that I have witnessed in a
long time. Digressing a bit, I might
talk about a small minority in this
country who many years ago was
known as the Know-Nothing Party.
The Know-Nothing Party talked about
a great world conspiracy to take over
the United States. As a matter of fact,
they said that the Washington Monu-
ment was being built by the Pope to
commemorate his taking over the sov-
ereign United States. To prove that,
they said that the marble to build the
Washington Monument was coming no
less from Italy.

Well, the Know-Nothing Party was
effective. They scared everybody in
town and they stopped building the
Washington Monument. They stopped
for about 50 years, as a matter of fact.
The Washington Monument lay by it-
self there, a third built. If Members go
out and look at the Washington Monu-
ment today, they will notice that it is
two-toned. It is two colors. Years later
when Abraham Lincoln was elected
into office, he said, ‘‘that is enough of
this scare tactics, let us finish the
monument’’. However when they went
back to Italy to the quarry, they were
out of that marble. So they had to go
to another quarry to try to match the
marble but they never could. Instead
the marble was a shade lighter. That is
why the Washington Monument is of
two colors.

The Know-Nothing Party had been
effective in their panic to stop it. That
is what I think this group is doing
today. Those who support this amend-
ment maintain that the inclusion of
Federal lands in the World Heritage
list somehow transfers U.S. sov-
ereignty over our lands. It is just plain
false. It is plain untrue. It is a scare
tactic. It is going back to the Know-
Nothing Party. Perhaps, as I said, even
deliberately misconstrued.

The World Heritage program and the
U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program
in no way transfers any lands from the
United States to the United Nations or
any other sovereignty. These programs
are simply voluntary vehicles for des-
ignated areas around the world as

international treasures that must be
preserved, and to protect the people of
the world from the problems of pollu-
tion that, as we are well aware, knows
no national boundaries.

The World Heritage list has no force
of law. Rather, it is a statement of
principles that acknowledges the value
to the world of our national treasures.
I do not know of anyone who does not
agree that Yosemite National Park, or
the Grand Canyon, or similar areas
must be protected from overdevelop-
ment and from pollution.

UNESCO program bashing, in my
opinion, is a cover which attempts to
remove the United States from any
multilateral efforts to address the neg-
ative effects of pollution and develop-
ment. This amendment attempts to
continue this coverup. It is not honest
in its goals of information, and it is
viewed by our allies around the world
as further proof that the U.S. legisla-
tive process is being dominated by a
minority of people whose vision of the
world, if enacted, would guarantee our
children and their children with an en-
vironmental nightmare devoted only to
exploitation and greed.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bad amend-
ment. It caters to fear and misinforma-
tion. It is not worthy of enlightened
people. It is not worthy of our Nation,
and it deserves to be soundly defeated.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma. While we all want to
see our national parks preserved, I be-
lieve we have a responsibility in this
body to have some oversight of a pro-
gram such as this where we are des-
ignating huge areas of our country to
be involved in an international pro-
gram. This is not something that has
been debated by an authorizing com-
mittee at all. We have no legal lan-
guage on it.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. This is just the first
misunderstanding, I guess, about
whether or not there has been author-
ization action or oversight action on it.
I would just suggest to the gentleman
that each year that I chaired a sub-
committee that, the ICOMOS which is
one of the arms or organizations, did
come before us and ask for and talked
about funding for some of the pro-
grams. Furthermore, the World Herit-
age site is not only authorized under
the Historic Preservation Act but has
also been passed as a 1973 treaty.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I would
point out again, there has been abso-
lutely zero authorization in this body
for this program or for the expenditure

of any money associated with it. There
is no question. Questions have been
asked. This has nothing to do with the
United Nations. I can give the gen-
tleman a list of 100 other programs
that this body is spending money on
that we have no right spending money
on because we have abandoned our own
rules.

I would bring out an additional point.
The gentleman from California [Mr.
BROWN], the ranking member on the
Committee on Science, is bringing
forth legislation to authorize this, as it
should be. The Congress ought to de-
bate this issue in the appropriate com-
mittee, which is his committee. We
ought to have the testimony of those
people who are both for and against it
come before Congress, a reasoned and
thoughtful decision ought to be made,
and once that decision is made, then
that ought to be brought to the floor of
this House. That has not happened. It
violates the very principle of the de-
mocracy under which we operate and
the rules under which we operate this
House. When that in fact does come,
then we should have the vote on it. In
the meantime, we violate our principle
of trust to the American people for
spending money that has never been
looked at by Congress and never been
oversighted.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding, getting between me
and the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. COBURN].

Of course, I think he is speaking of
the Man and the Biosphere Program,
not the World Heritage Convention,
which is, after all, a treaty which has
been approved and which is authorized
in the Historic Preservation Act. The
Man and the Biosphere Program draws
funds from a series of different re-
search allocations from various agen-
cies in the Federal Government, I
think some 14 different agencies, if my
memory is correct, all of which are au-
thorized to expend such research funds.

The fact is that they have general
authority to spend money on research.
We do not design their projects. Con-
gress appropriately permits some dis-
cretion. The issue is whether or not the
MAB Program has general authority. If
there is a contest about it, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN], I
respect him and the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER] for submitting
legislation on authorization, but it is
sort of like the redundant reiteration
of the self-evident. Someone is doing it
because they want to take on that
challenge, but meanwhile we should
not stop the funding.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Reclaiming
my time, some serious concerns exist
with this Member regarding the au-
thorization of this in terms of serious
concerns raised by a lot of my con-
stituents in terms of what this actu-
ally involves. I think to ridicule the
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opponents of this as though they are
members of a flat earth society is
wrong. I am on the Committee on
Science along with the gentleman from
California [Mr. BROWN] and the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN].
We really need to have a serious vet-
ting of this issue, exactly what the pro-
gram involves, what exact bearing it
may have in the future in terms of our
control as a body as the U.S. Congress
of these national parks and these so-
called biosphere areas and exactly
what will be the United Nations in-
volvement in them. After that process,
it may be determined that this is cer-
tainly nothing that we need to be con-
cerned about and it may garner the
support of this body. On the other
hand, I have yet to be convinced.

Therefore, I feel that the gentleman
from Oklahoma’s amendment is a good
amendment, I support his amendment,
and I have supported his amendment in
the committee.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I would
like to just get a few facts out here on
the table. I think this is important.
Under the World Heritage Convention,
each nation nominates its own most
important natural and cultural sites
and pledges to take the necessary steps
to preserve and protect them under its
own legal system. The treaty imple-
menting legislation and program regu-
lations mandate a process that is or-
derly, predictable, and exacting, re-
quiring a minimum of more than 2
years between the proposal of a site for
study and its consideration by the
World Heritage Committee. The U.S.
nomination process is clearly delin-
eated in law and regulation, title IV of
the Historic Preservation Act of 1980
and 36 CFR 73, the World Heritage Con-
vention.

Under the regulation, the National
Park Service staffs the Interagency
Panel on World Heritage, which is advi-
sory to and chaired by the Assistant
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and
Parks. The panel meets in public ses-
sions to consider proposed nominations
and to review completed studies. Pro-
posals to nominate have originated
from private organizations and citizens
and local governments as well as from
park superintendents.

Every proposed nomination has a
strictly defined boundary. The criteria
and documentation requirements for
nominations are highly selective. Many
proposed properties have been turned
down or deferred for cause. Relevant
committees of the House and Senate
are notified of all pending proposals
and again informed when the depart-
ment has decided to nominate a prop-
erty. Over the years when Members
have commented, they have commonly
supported proposed nominations in
their respective States. This whole
thing started under the Nixon adminis-
tration.

Since 1979, when Yellowstone and
Mesa Verde were placed on the World
Heritage list, 18 other U.S. sites have
been added, for a total of 20. A handful
of others have been nominated but not
listed.
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No new proposed nominations are
being actively considered. The World
Heritage Committee, composed of rep-
resentatives-elect from 21 member
countries, review all national nomina-
tions. At present 506 properties have
been listed. The committee also places
properties on the list of World Heritage
in Danger. Only the committee can
place properties on either list. Neither
listing action imposes any legal re-
quirement for U.S. sites beyond those
already contained in U.S. law.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say I think the gentleman is
making a very good statement in
pointing out the preparation and the
information that is available to the
public generally and to Members of
Congress specifically, and I realize that
many of us have not had the oppor-
tunity to learn all of this in detail, but
the presumption, I think, should be on
two decades of bipartisan support
under both Republican and Democratic
administrations.

I point out that the gentleman point-
ed out 16 of the sites are actually na-
tional parks and 4 are not, but that no
private site would be listed without the
consent of the owner.

Mr. DICKS. That is correct.
Mr. VENTO. And that this places no

additional restrictions or interferes in
any way with the sovereignty or the
property rights of any individuals in
terms of these World Heritage sites.

Is that the gentleman’s understand-
ing?

Mr. DICKS. That is correct, that is
my understanding.

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s having yielded to me.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield to me? He has
given me so much data with which to
look at, so for just a second?

Mr. DICKS. Yes; I am glad the author
of the amendment wants to be in-
formed. I think it is quite good, and I
yield to him.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The time of the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. DICKS] has ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. First of all, there have
been no statements from me in putting
forth this amendment that I objected
to the World Heritage Reserve Pro-
gram. Never said; no, I have never said
that.

No, the point is, and authorizing lan-
guage that the gentleman, the imple-
menting language that the gentleman
from Washington states, title IV of the
Historic Preservation Act; could he
please inform me the date in which we
signed on to this treaty?

Mr. DICKS. 1973.
Mr. COBURN. And could the gen-

tleman in fact tell me whether since
that time this has come before the
Committee on Science or the other au-
thorizing committees to, in fact, im-
plement this treaty and the language
associated with same?

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman, I would
refer him to the Constitution of the
United States, under which the Senate
of the United States has the respon-
sibility for the ratification of treaties,
giving its advice and consent.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman continue to yield to me?

Mr. DICKS. Yes; I continue to yield.
Mr. COBURN. But the Senate can

originate no spending, and therefore
the House has to originate spending,
and to do that it has to have author-
ized programs under which to do that,
and I would just like a reference to
where the authority comes for the
House to spend money that has never
been agreed to by the respective com-
mittees that have jurisdiction over
that money.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstand it, and I quoted, and I will try
to go back and find the section under
the Historic Preservation Act, there is
authorization for this program. That is
my understanding.

So I guess the point I am trying to
make here is I think we have a pro-
gram that is working very effectively,
and the idea of cutting off the money
for it and saying no money shall be
spent I think is unnecessary.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I mean it is au-
thorized under title IV of the Historic
Preservation Act, the amendments of
1980, the subsequent amendments of
1982, the reauthorization of it in 1988
for 25 years.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would continue to yield,
how much money is authorized?

Mr. VENTO. There is not a specific
amount autorized.

Mr. COBURN. Exactly my point.
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, that is

not the gentleman’s point. The point is
that we do not always authorize a spe-
cific amount.

Now, the gentleman may object to
the fact that there is not a specific
amount authorized, but general au-
thority exists within the rules of the
House and the Constitution.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would continue to yield?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I am not
going to yield any further. It is under
the Historic Preservation Act. I think
there is legal authority for this. Here it
is.
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Title IV of the Historic Preservation

Act of 1980 and 36 CFR 73, the World
Heritage Convention.

I would also point out that not only
was this done under the Nixon adminis-
tration, but finally the Reagan admin-
istration chose to highlight one of its
most major initiatives in private sec-
tor fund raising for parks, the restora-
tion of the Statue of Liberty, by nomi-
nating the statue to the World Herit-
age list in 1984.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. DICKS] has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment. I think it is unnecessary.
I think there has been a lot of fear
mongering about this. My view is that
it is a very solid, common sense ori-
ented program that also has done a lot
of good, but the World Heritage parks,
sites that have been named have actu-
ally, we have seen an increase in tour-
ism. More people want to go to those
sites.

So I think it has been an advantage
to the communities where there has
been such a designation.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I rise today in support of the Coburn
amendment. As my colleagues know, in
these debates now and then we get off
track. I think we have to go back and
read what the amendment really says.
So let me just refresh everyone’s mind.
It is not dealing with tourism, it is not
dealing with talking about past accom-
plishments of different Government
agencies or Government owned
projects. It is basically dealing with
the present funding of programs that
originated in the U.N. These programs
are being funded illegally.

The amendment reads ‘‘none of the
funds made available by this act may
be obligated or expended for the Man
and Biosphere Program or the World
Heritage Program administered by the
United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization.’’

Now I would remind all my col-
leagues that on June 11, 1997, in Roll-
call 198 we had this same vote. It
passed 222 to 202. So for the folks on
that side of the aisle I think they
should remember this has already been
voted on by the House and was passed
overwhelmingly.

Second, the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YOUNG], chairman of the Commit-
tee on Resources, had a vote on what is
called the American Land Sovereignty
Act. That passed overwhelmingly, 246
to 178. That act would require specific
congressional approval before any area
within the United States is included in
an international land reserve and re-
quire specific accounting of all funds
used to support the Biosphere Pro-
gram.

So we have on record two votes that
clearly show that the majority of the

Members here in Congress at least on
the House side supported it.

Now the Biosphere Program and the
World Heritage Sites Program have
designated a combined total of 67 dif-
ferent U.S. sites and hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars of taxpayers’ contribu-
tions without any authorization from
State and local governments or any
Members of Congress, from either body.
These two programs are under the ju-
risdiction of the United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific and Cultural Orga-
nization which is UNESCO. UNESCO
was so poorly run and physically mis-
managed that the United States with-
drew from this agency in 1984. I say
again, we withdrew. The United States
withdrawal from UNESCO included dis-
allowing any U.S. funds from going to
this agency.

Unfortunately, that is not the end of
the story, and that is why we are here
today, and that is why we have had the
two previous votes on this matter. The
State Department doesn’t get it. Over-
whelmingly, the House approved it.
UNESCO and the Biosphere Program
have been illegally funded by usurping
U.S. tax dollars. This has been done by
the creation of the U.S. Man and the
Biosphere Program as a separate office
within the State Department.

Now, there is no one here in this
House who wants to have a separate
program in the State Department fund-
ed without the approval of the duly
elected Members of Congress. So our
responsibility is to pass this amend-
ment, and that is what we have done
previously.

Mr. Chairman, the committing of
U.S. lands to the terms of an inter-
national agreement, particularly with-
out approval of the people in this body,
is flagrantly violating constitutional
responsibility and infringes on the
most sacred and important individual
property rights that we have. First and
foremost, State and local governments
should have the full authority to
choose whether an area within their ju-
risdiction should be part of any inter-
national designation. Then and only
then should Congress become involved
by also approving and then by author-
izing funds to be used in such pro-
grams; under the current status, nei-
ther of these cases is occurring. But
frankly, we don’t want our lands ever
being controlled by anyone except the
U.S.A.

This little simple amendment which
has passed overwhelmingly twice this
year is a correct and appropriate exe-
cution of our constitutional respon-
sibilities to account for the expendi-
tures of all public moneys. We need to
do this amendment on every appropria-
tions bill so that we stop the use of un-
authorized funds.

I strongly support this measure and
urge my colleagues to do the same, and
I would conclude by citing an article
from the Jacksonville, FL, Times
Union reported in May of this year
that the Man and Biosphere Program
and the American Heritage Program,

agreed to pay for food, lodging and
other expenses for a hundred experts to
travel and to attend a conference in
Maine dealing with the repair of the
Everglades in Florida. They went up to
Maine. Right? Maine is where they
have their meeting, and the Everglades
is in the southern tip of Florida. I am
certain many taxpayers would question
the use of Federal funds to pay for indi-
viduals in Florida to attend a con-
ference in Maine to discuss solutions
occurring in Florida.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot let this
continue. So I urge my colleagues to
pass this amendment. And remember
we have passed it overwhelmingly be-
fore.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment before us. I would not normally
take the floor on something like this,
but I need to point out that the Man
and the Biosphere Program is essen-
tially a research program within the
jurisdiction of the Committee on
Science, and I am constrained to speak
on the matter because of that.

Now, it seems to me that there is a
number of different motivations or rea-
sons behind the opposition of the pro-
ponents of this amendment, and most
of these have been stated: that it does
not have an authorization, that it is
under the control of the UN and that it
deprives State and local government of
certain prerogatives to which they are
entitled. I think that a review of all of
these matters would indicate that the
proponents of the amendment are
stretching things just a little bit.

There is, in fact, no specific author-
ization for the Man and the Biosphere
Program. On the Heritage Program,
there apparently is authorization con-
tained in both treaty and authorizing
legislation.

With regard to authorization for the
Man and the Biosphere Program, as my
good friend, the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO] has pointed out,
funding for this program comes from 14
different agencies, which is more than
I recognized, and in each case the agen-
cy is authorized to conduct the kind of
research which it supports in the Man
and the Biosphere Program. So within
the general authority to do the re-
search in each of these 14 agencies they
are supporting research in the Man and
the Biosphere Program.

Now I will admit, and it is a good
point that the proponents of this
amendment make, that there is no spe-
cific line item authorization for this in
any legislation, but I would point out
that that is not an unusual situation in
this great Congress of ours. There are
many programs which have gone on for
years, which do not have specific line
item authorization. The most vivid
that I can point to right now is this
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wonderful Mars Pathfinder Program, a
multi-hundreds of millions of dollars
program, far more expensive than Man
and the Biosphere, and there is no-
where an authorization for this pro-
gram, which is continuing for the next
couple of decades.

Now I might regret this, I might like
to have a specific line item authoriza-
tion for the Mars program because it
would provide more control and over-
sight and attention and be very desir-
able. The Congress has to make judg-
ments about what detail it goes to in
the authorizing process. In the case of
the Man and the Biosphere Program, I
think it should be authorized. I concur
with the proponents of this amendment
that it would be helpful to conduct
oversight, to have an authorizing com-
mittee with the responsibility to make
sure that there was no hanky-panky
going on here, in case there is any alle-
gations that there is, and to specify the
policy direction of the program, the de-
gree of State and local interventions
and the amount of money that should
be spent. And I hope that the gen-
tleman will join with me in attempting
to pass such an authorization bill.

b 1630

Because of the ambiguity of congres-
sional committee jurisdictions, I think
the Committee on Resources will have
some claim to jurisdiction here. The
ranking member of the Committee on
Resources and I have jointly sponsored
this amendment, and we welcome spon-
sorship from the majority side of both
of these committees as well.

Most of the arguments that I have
heard with regard to the merits of the
Man in the Biosphere Program I do not
agree with. I think this is a meritori-
ous research program. It is one which,
as has been indicated, is extremely im-
portant to develop comparative sci-
entific data about conditions that exist
all around the world.

There is no other way to get this
comparative analysis without having
research sites, sites that have been
identified as being unique, that can be
studied in various different parts of the
world, where they represent different
ecological conditions and other factors.

I think that the only thing some can
say against it is that it was conceived
by UNESCO, which my good friend, the
gentleman from California [Mr.
TORRES] used to serve as ambassador
from the United States. He is not re-
sponsible for the program, though.
However, the international scientific
community is heartily in support of
this program.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise on this issue. I
was not intending to speak here, but I
was monitoring this in my office. I just
heard some statements I could not be-
lieve. I think the authors of this
amendment have not done their home-
work and they are leaping before they
are looking.

This program, as the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. DICKS] has said, has
been around since 1971. We have 15 Fed-
eral agencies that participate in it vol-
untarily. The total amount they spend
is $115,000 of contributing money. That
is about $10,000 per agency that they
contribute. In my State of California
we have 25 sites that have been des-
ignated. I might add that they have
been designated out of the initiative of
the local community to do it.

What they are suggesting here is that
Federal agencies should not participate
in this, and essentially that we ought
to be the micromanager, the mother of
every kind of interest in our local com-
munities, because it has some kind of
United Nations attached to it. We will
get to a Congress that will want to
screen every tourist that comes to our
district from out of State, we will want
to make sure that every type of weath-
er satellite going over our country is
monitored, and so on.

Mr. Chairman, the point is that this
program is absolutely harmless. There
are 15 State parks in California that
have applied for this and have been des-
ignated, including some public water
districts, like Marin Municipal Water
District, a private ranch owned by the
Audubon Society, and in fact, I am up
here speaking about it because prop-
erty that my family and other families
own, private land, eagerly sought this
designation because we want to be part
of this international monitoring sta-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make the
point here, that it was stated that
there was no local knowledge of it,
that it was some kind of umbrella
brought out of some kind of inter-
national community. You do not par-
ticipate in getting these nominations;
it is a competitive nomination. You do
not get any junk land in here, you do
not get any land in here that does not
have any scientific interest in it, that
there is not an ongoing monitoring by
the scientific community. All of these
people want to be in this. They want to
be part of this.

This is a biosphere all over the world.
How are we going to learn about global
warming, how are we going to learn
about the impacts of air quality, how
are we going to learn about migratory
birds that do not know that they have
to fly under United States rules? These
are the kinds of things that biostations
give us information for.

We cannot be here in Congress and
say because we are participating in
this in an international community
that we have to strike the money and
we cannot do anything with this pro-
gram. Do not be so ignorant about this
globe. It needs international monitor-
ing and these biospheres do it, and the
properties that are in it have been ea-
gerly sought after to get into the pro-
gram. It is tough to become nominated
for a biosphere. It is an honor. I am
proud that my land, our land, is in
that.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, the
question I have is one or two, really.
No. 1, the gentleman desires to be part
of the boundary area around this bio-
sphere reserve program, and the gen-
tleman did of course check with every-
body else that was going to be involved
in that?

Mr. FARR of California. I did not
check with the U.S. Congress.

Mr. COBURN. I am talking about
local property rights, to make sure ev-
erybody that was included in it had
their individual rights as property
owners checked as well. That is one of
the real complaints. We can ignore it
and say everybody is fanatics,
flatlanders, and the know-nothings.
But the fact is there are some genuine
concerns about property rights associ-
ated with this issue. The gentleman
can step on it, ignore it, and say they
are just goofballs and ignorant.

Mr. FARR of California. Name one
single property right issue that is vio-
lated by naming this as a biosphere.

Mr. COBURN. There are three States
that have already issued through the
State legislatures a requirement that
they not have this U.S. Man and the
Biosphere: Kentucky, Colorado, and
the third is Alaska.

Mr. FARR of California. What is the
restriction? What is the point of the
gentleman’s question?

Mr. COBURN. They have had impact
on the lands.

Mr. FARR of California. What im-
pact? Name one.

Mr. COBURN. Use. Use of their lands;
land value, changing land value.

Mr. FARR of California. What? There
is a restrictive use because you might
measure the weather, because you
might measure the rainfall?

Mr. COBURN. Would the gentleman
from California continue to yield to me
and let me give him an answer?

Mr. FARR of California. I am trying
to get an intelligent answer.

Mr. COBURN. Having been unintelli-
gent and ignorant, what I would put
forth and focus on is there are people
who do not have the right to do what
they had the right to do before the Man
and the Biosphere Program came into
their own land.

The gentleman can say that does not
exist, but there was testimony in the
Committee on Resources about the
State of New York, the Adirondacks,
and I would refer the gentleman to
that testimony, where local land-
owners and officials referred to that.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
[Mr. FARR] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FARR of
California was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I will give a very clear answer to
the gentleman’s question. The U.S.
Constitution protects us on a takings
issue, and most constitutions, includ-
ing that of the State of California, pro-
tect us on a takings issue. There is ab-
solutely no taking by nominating and
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being accepted as a biosphere property.
It is simply——

Mr. COBURN. If that is the case, then
let us authorize it and do it right, rath-
er than do it in an unauthorized fash-
ion.

Mr. FARR of California. It has been
done by treaty.

Mr. COBURN. The U.S. Man and the
Biosphere Program has never been au-
thorized, never. The gentleman’s side
does not dispute that fact. It has never
been authorized. So let us authorize it,
if that is the case.

Mr. FARR of California. When we
sign a treaty that authorizes it.

Mr. COBURN. No, that is the World
Heritage preserves. All treaties, all
treaties have to have implementing
language and also appropriations that
come from authorizing; that is, if we
would look at the Camp David accords,
we do not just automatically let the
State Department spend what they
want to spend on it.

Mr. FARR of California. In closing,
Mr. Chairman, there is absolutely no
violation on property rights; I am talk-
ing about biosphere, that applies to
property. I know it, I own it, I partici-
pate in it, and there is no violation.
Therefore, there is no need for this
amendment.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I missed
part of this debate, but let me talk
about a specific example of a Man and
the Biosphere reserve program that
had been set up in my district in Mis-
souri. It was called the Ozark High-
lands Man in the Biosphere Preserve.

Mr. Chairman, we would have had
two-thirds of my district and probably
the northern third of the Arkansas dis-
trict that borders mine, a little bit of
the district of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas, Mr. MARION BERRY, and a little
bit of the district of the gentleman
from Arkansas, Mr. ASA HUTCHINSON,
tied up as a Man and the Biosphere Re-
serve Program. Let me just talk to the
gentleman about how this came about.

First of all, if you do designate a Man
and the Biosphere preserve area, local
citizens and local presiding commis-
sioners and county officials need to be
involved in the process. This did not
happen in my district.

All of a sudden the Park Service and
all of the other land management de-
partments decided that this would be
created. There was no local input what-
soever. We were not told about it. We
were not told about it. Then finally our
folks heard about it through the grape-
vine, if you will, and, consequently,
with the outrage and an outcry from
thousands of residents within our dis-
trict.

That was not because necessarily of
the core area. The core area was on
public lands. But the surrounding buff-
er zone would have tied up two-thirds
of my district, and limited land use and
economic development and other
things in an already very poor part of

my district, with no local input what-
soever. That is not right.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. FARR of California. First of all,
Mr. Chairman, the local planning is
done by zoning that is under control of
local government and cannot be vio-
lated by a biosphere agreement.

Second, it was on public lands, as the
gentlewoman indicated, not private
land. The management plan for that
biosphere is done by those agencies
that govern that land.

Mrs. EMERSON. However, Mr. Chair-
man, first of all, the buffer zone, which
was much larger than the core area
which would be designated by the Park
Service and other land management
people, is private land for the most
part. I can assure the gentleman that
not one local official, and there are no
zoning Commissions in my particular
part of Missouri, but the presiding
commissioners of the counties in-
volved, as well as local citizens, were
not alerted, not asked for their opinion
whatsoever.

Mr. FARR of California. What was
exactly proposed in the biosphere that
made it so controversial?

Mrs. EMERSON. The fact that pri-
vate property management would be
restricted.

Mr. FARR of California. That cannot
be done.

Mrs. EMERSON. I know that it can-
not technically be done, but let me tell
the gentleman, I will share with the
gentleman all of the proposals as they
existed before they were pulled back by
the Park Service and others, because
there was such an outcry. I will show
them to the gentleman, and they indi-
cate very emphatically that there were
limitations, restrictions put on it.

Mr. FARR of California. I would say
to the gentlewoman, it is my experi-
ence that you cannot create anything
greater than what has already been
created by the local planning process.
In the gentlewoman’s State, she may
have less of a degree of planning proc-
ess than our State does. That is why in
our State when we have quality areas,
they want to become biospheres, be-
cause it is almost bragging rights that
says, as the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. DICKS] says, it becomes a tour-
ist attraction for the area, like a na-
tional marine sanctuary does or a na-
tional park does. Those are much more
restrictive because we actually write
rules and regulations.

The biosphere is a bottoms-up, ap-
plied-for process.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. I just think the point
needs to be made, Mr. Chairman, the
core area of the biosphere, I do not
have any objection to it at all. The fact
is, it has a tremendous impact on other
people, without a good representative
walk through our body.

If Members will look, this is an exact
diagram of what they all look like in
terms of their impact. There is a core
area that is designated. Then there is a
managed use area that limits—and
these are all private lands that the
gentleman has agreed to, himself, that
in his land he wants it managed in a
certain way, but it has to be agreed to.
But a third area is a zone of coopera-
tion which impacts people’s ability to
do with they want with their land.

Mr. FARR of California. If the gen-
tlewoman will continue to yield, it
does not, Mr. Chairman, I would say to
the gentleman. Nothing changes by a
biosphere.

Mr. COBURN. It does not in the gen-
tleman’s area, but it does so in many
other areas in this country. That is the
difference.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
appreciate it if Members would not
speak until they have been yielded to
or control the time.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. Mr. Chairman, I think
it is abundantly clear that the sponsor
of the amendment and others first of
all have tried to portray this as not
being authorized. That did not sell, be-
cause of course there has been author-
ization, and while Man and the Bio-
sphere receives funding from 14 dif-
ferent agencies and departments, all of
which are authorized with some discre-
tion to spend such research money,
there is no such clear-cut case. If that
were the case, Members could get up on
this floor during an appropriation bill
and strike it from the bill because it is
not authorized.

I might say, the lack of authoriza-
tion process in this House has never re-
ceived such attention as it has in this
particular case, suggesting ironically
in error that there is not authoriza-
tion. If that were the case, Members
could have struck this on a point of
order, but Members cannot because
that is not the case.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. We would be happy to
strike it on a point of order, but they
would not specify putting the money
out on a line item, so we cannot.

Mr. VENTO. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, that is not the issue, I
would say to the gentleman. Now we
are getting to some theory about how
biospheres are functioning and how
they may limit activities.

The fact is, Members cannot come up
with a single example, a single exam-
ple, of anyone that has had any limita-
tion placed on their private or on pub-
lic property that is due to these list-
ings. When the gentleman is asked to
do that, he will not do that.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I will
give the example, in upper New York



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5241July 15, 1997
State, the Adirondacks. In the district
of the gentleman from New York, Mr.
JERRY SOLOMON, there was testimony
before the Committee on Resources in
his district. I would be happy if the
gentleman would read that.

Mr. VENTO. The gentleman had bet-
ter have it for the RECORD. When we
get out here, we are not dealing on tes-
timony itself. Sometimes it is erro-
neous. Individuals can say anything,
but what are the facts.

b 1645

I understand one aspect and that is
that some have fears and concerns. I
think that you are representing those
fears and concerns. I regret that. But
that is the case, that there are those
type of concerns, but I think there is
not a basis for this fear and accusa-
tions about these two programs.

I would think that each of us that
brought a serious amendment, as this
is a serious amendment, that we would
back that up. The fact is that this
amendment does great harm in terms
of what would occur, and the message
sent if it is enacted. We are the leader,
basically, the United States. These pro-
grams were initiated by the United
States, both the World Heritage Con-
vention and the Man and The Bio-
sphere Program. To date, nearly 150 na-
tions have joined with us on the World
Heritage Convention, 125 in terms of
Man and The Biosphere.

What this amendment has the effect
of doing is relegating us to a cultural
and environmental isolationism which
suggests that we are no longer going to
cooperate, in an era when we look at
the international and national bound-
aries of our Nation and recognize the
inherent logic in terms of working and
collaborating and cooperating with
other nations in terms of dealing with,
as in the case of Man and The Bio-
sphere, which the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BROWN] rightly said is a re-
search program.

Where are these research dollars
being spent? I found it interesting that
so many of my colleagues from Florida
had opposition to this, because I found
that the University of Miami is one of
the sources of a couple of the different
grants, of some half million dollars of
research grants. They receive a signifi-
cant amount; the University of Alaska,
the University of Boston. Of course
they did find that the Danish polar
center in Copenhagen received $6,000. I
guess that is with regard to polar bear
migration.

The purpose is clear with these pro-
grams, to try to come together and in-
telligently do research. There is no
sovereignty loss. There is no property
rights affected by these two voluntary
programs.

I think the true nature of this par-
ticular amendment is reflected when
we get somebody up here with a map of
the United States with a black hole in
the middle of it, the fact that they are
attempting to try to portray these pro-
grams as something that they are not.

I think that is the reason, because of
the misunderstandings and misconcep-
tions that persist, that any amendment
like this has ever passed. There is no
basis for the enactment or passage of
this type of amendment or other nega-
tive amendments that deal with the
Man and The Biosphere or the World
Heritage Convention.

These two programs are important
steps where the United States has ac-
tually led the world in, and attempted
through voluntary means to gain co-
operation and recognition by listing
those sites that are important to
ecosystems, for research or preserva-
tion on a collaborative basis, or those
sites that have special cultural or envi-
ronmental significance.

It defies me that the opposition here
has tried to, first on a technical basis
and then on a substantive basis, but
with no facts, there are certainly fears,
there is emotion, but there is not the
type of substantive criticism that
would justify any type of retreat from
these two programs. In fact we ought
to be doing more of this type of work
as we look into the next century. We
ought to do much more of this type of
work. I think these are important pro-
grams. I urge my colleagues to oppose
this amendment as the poorly con-
ceived amendment that it is.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, one exam-
ple is the Mammoth Cave Area Bio-
sphere Reserve.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. DICKS, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. VENTO was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, the
Mammoth Cave Area Biosphere Re-
serve, with the national park as its
core protected area, has therefore uti-
lized its stature to better address local
conservation and development issues,
including securing additional financial
resources not previously available.
Landowners and communities have de-
rived tangible benefits, received rec-
ognition for working together to re-
solve complex conservation and devel-
opment issues and protect resource val-
ues.

A survey of biosphere reserve man-
agers in 1995 suggests that in cases
where their cooperative activities iden-
tify explicitly with biosphere reserve
concepts, there are more cooperating
parties and more participation of local
organizations than in cases where such
cooperation was merely consistent
with these concepts.

The point here I think is that these
have worked to the benefit of the local
community. I have got two in my
State, the Olympic national biosphere
reserve and Mt. Rainier. Both of those
have been very popular. We are in the

heart of marbled murrelet, spotted owl
country out there, where disputes rage
over Federal involvement. But in this
case the biosphere reserve has had the
local support and, therefore, I think is
a good deal.

What I worry about here is by put-
ting in this amendment, this kind of a
meat-ax approach saying no money
shall be spent, that means we just cut
off this program. We have not had any
hearings to cut off this program. It has
been in existence.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is exactly right.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, we ought
to stay with this. If the gentleman and
the Committee on Resources want to
have hearings, have hearings until the
cows come home. Then bring some leg-
islation out here.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, this is an
entirely voluntary program on the part
of the Nation and on the part of private
landowners. We have provided the im-
petus, the United States has, to pro-
vide encouragement, the education, the
preservation of these sites on a vol-
untary basis. It defies logic to have an
amendment like this which would com-
pletely arbitrarily withdraw us for no
good reason other than to satisfy some
conspiracy theories which have cropped
up in recent years. Let us be led by rea-
son not emotional falsehoods.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.
Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I

would like to ask my good colleagues
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
VENTO] and the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. DICKS] if they all have pro-
posed in their districts, their specific
districts, a Man and The Biosphere
Program?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, yes, I
have on the Olympic Peninsula, and it
is in the Olympic National Park.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, were
the gentleman’s local citizens included
in the process? Which of his local con-
stituents were?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tlewoman will continue to yield, I
think it was Olympic National Park.
We have an active advisory group that
nominated it to be part of this.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rep-
resent a largely urban area, but there
is a 2-year notice provision that is
given prior to the Man and The Bio-
sphere listing. These voluntary listings
that do not affect sovereignty. That is
the intention. I regret that it engen-
dered great controversy in the area of
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the gentlewoman because of what I be-
lieve are misunderstandings. But it
must have worked. When that did
occur, there was a withdrawal.

But they have interspacial centers in
Kentucky. They have the coho salmon
program in my colleague’s district in
Washington. This is a wonderful pro-
gram in terms of research, and the fact
that you are attempting to hang this
up and crucify it on the cross of proc-
ess with regard to some trumped-up
issue with regard to reauthorization, I
think, is not worthy of this House.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I guess I just look
at it from the point of view of my con-
stituents. The counties, the several
counties that would be tied up in my
district are those of the poorest part of
my district where there is a great deal
of unemployment and a great deal of
poverty. The buffer zone where they
live is limited in land use for the fu-
ture, or that is how the proposal was.
Consequently, we could not economi-
cally develop that area so we could not
get more jobs there. The only few jobs
we have are tourism-related jobs. We
cannot bring in big trucks. We cannot
build better highways in that kind of a
situation.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Missouri [Mrs. EM-
ERSON] has expired.

(On request of Mr. DICKS, and by
unanimous consent, Mrs. EMERSON was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, it seems
to me that in the situation where there
is not local unanimity that we, as a
local representative, have a respon-
sibility either to try to help create it
or to tell the department we should not
go forward with this. If we do not have
the unanimity locally, I do not think
we should do it.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, that
is true. We did not, and we were able to
keep our land from being used for this
purpose. But the problem is, the prob-
lem that I have is that there was no
community involvement whatsoever
during the 2-year process that they
were trying to make this designation, I
suppose because there is really no au-
thorization for it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
not say that. What I would say is, let
us work with the people in the execu-
tive branch who are involved in this
and insist that there be local involve-
ment. That is something we all can
agree on. None of us on this side of the
aisle that I know of are objecting to
the local people being involved in how
this is structured and the nomination
process, et cetera. But to cut off the
money when we have really no example
of anything damaging being done is
just not fair.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, how
can the gentleman say there is no ex-

ample if, in fact, two-thirds of my dis-
trict was going to be tied up?

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment that
we are debating right now divides into
two parts. One part deals with the Man
and The Biosphere Program. The other
deals with the World Heritage sites.
That basically designates areas of
countries that the countries are really
quite proud of, in our country, Yellow-
stone, the Grand Canyon, and it goes
on a list. The list is one that kind of
makes the whole country feel proud.

If a travel magazine was listing the
top 10 sites to visit in the United
States, any one of these places would
be thrilled to have their names on the
list, but because the United Nations is
participating in this process, there is
some kind of threat that there is an
international conspiracy to somehow
or other take over the local rights of
citizens in the United States, when in
fact there is absolutely no infringe-
ment upon the local or the State or the
national laws of the United States by
having either one of these designations
made, either the Biosphere or the
World Heritage sites.

I think that what might be going on
here is that we might in fact be engag-
ing in a bit of, I think there is a term
for it but essentially it is an anniver-
sary syndrome, because 50 years ago
this month something landed in the
desert near Roswell, New Mexico, and
early reports indicated that the wreck-
age consisted of the remains of a flying
disk but those reports were quickly
changed to identify the flying object
which had crashed to be a mere weath-
er balloon.

Those are only reports which sug-
gested the only recorded statement by
the U.S. military that ET might exist,
now form the basis for one of the most
convoluted conspiracy theories in his-
tory, in this solar system anyway.
Eighty percent of Americans believe
that the U.S. Government has covered
up what it knows about aliens from
outer space.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
thought we were talking about the U.S.
Man and The Biosphere Program.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, we are.
Mr. COBURN. And the gentleman is

talking about supposed UFO’s.
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I am

Irish and my points are made by par-
ables. So my colleagues have to sit
back. If they just wait a little bit,
there is a point to the story.

So the book entitled ‘‘The Day After
Roswell’’ purportedly documents the
U.S. Government’s real cold war
against the extraterrestrial biological
entities. To my great relief, the book
does say that the deployment of our
space-based advanced particle beam

weapon has scared the aliens away for
now.

So I think it is a particularly auspi-
cious month, this 50th anniversary, for
us to be debating this issue out on the
floor, because clearly it is going to
take its rightful place at the center of
paranoid conspiratorial theories. There
is no infringement on State or local or
national laws in any way. These are
just designations that the country it-
self embraces.

Now, for reasons that make about as
much sense as that we are commu-
nicating with little green men tele-
pathically into outer space, we now
have a discussion over this subject.
What is the plan? What is the plot?

The plot is that Secretary Bruce Bab-
bitt of the Department of the Interior
is playing a role, coordinated with the
U.N., UNESCO continues to be men-
tioned out here, to coordinate the sub-
ordination of American land to inter-
national authorities, compromising the
local zoning, the State zoning laws all
across our country, and Bruce Babbitt
is part of this conspiracy. Who does he
work with? He clearly works with Bill
Richardson, our Ambassador in the
U.N. What State is he from? New Mex-
ico. Think about it. Where is Roswell?
Is Richardson a Hispanic name? I do
not think so. Where did he come from?
And why is he participating in this
conspiracy at the U.N. to subordinate
the local and State zoning laws of our
country.

We do not have any evidence, of
course, as yet of a single local or State
zoning law having been changed, de-
spite the many years that this process
has taken place, but yet we are sup-
posed to believe that this theory, along
with other theories of black helicopters
with U.N. troops flying over public
lands in the United States, continuing
to operate without the detection of or-
dinary Americans.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MARKEY] has expired.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words, and I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MARKEY].

b 1700
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank

the gentlewoman for yielding to me,
and I ask the Members of the other side
if they would please not have this
amendment pass. These are two great
programs, the Man and the Biosphere
and the World Heritage Recognition
Program are both wonderful programs
that make America proud without re-
stricting our laws in any manner,
shape, or form.

Please, anyone who is listening to
this debate, we must reject this amend-
ment.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5243July 15, 1997
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, reclaiming my time, I want
to thank the chairman of this Commit-
tee on Appropriations for this oppor-
tunity to speak in a colloquy. I also
thank the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. DICKS] for his kindness in this
very important issue.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to join my
colleague, who has been detained, the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD] and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Interior
of the Committee on Appropriations, in
this colloquy about the need to recog-
nize the contributions of a great Amer-
ican, Sojourner Truth, to the American
suffrage movement.

I thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], for his par-
ticipation in this colloquy, for his sen-
sitivity to this issue, and for his con-
sistent dialog on matters that promote
communication and understanding on
both sides of the aisle.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, it is a
pleasure to join the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] and the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD] to discuss the
important contributions of Sojourner
Truth to the American woman’s suf-
frage movement.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I un-
derstand I was putting too much em-
phasis on the ‘‘u’’ in the gentleman’s
name.

Mr. REGULA. If the gentlewoman
will continue to yield, it is not the first
time someone has made that mistake.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Well,
the gentleman is a ‘‘regula’’ gen-
tleman, and I appreciate that very
much.

Mr. Chairman, we are working with
others of my colleagues, including the
gentlewoman from Georgia [Ms.
MCKINNEY], the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. HASTINGS], who is on floor
today, and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. OWENS], and over 100 organi-
zations, including the NPCBW, to ap-
peal to the committee for help in iden-
tifying sources of funding for the erec-
tion of a statue honoring Sojourner
Truth in the Nation’s Capitol.

We feel strongly that the African-
American woman’s role in the suffrage
movement should be recognized and
Sojourner Truth should be recognized
along with her white suffragette sis-
ters.

Mr. REGULA. If the gentlewoman
will continue to yield.

Sojourner Truth was a very powerful
vocal voice in the suffrage movement.
She was a renaissance woman who
played a pivotal role in ensuring Amer-
ican women and African-American
women the right to vote.

As a nonviolent peaceful force for
change in our history, Sojourner Truth

proved that an equal society would
make a better America.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time once
again, born Isabella Baumfree, a slave
in upstate New York in approximately
1797, Sojourner Truth labored for a suc-
cession of five masters until July 4,
1827, when slavery was finally abol-
ished in New York State.

After prevailing in a courageous
court action demanding the return of
her youngest son, who had been ille-
gally sold away from her to a slave
owner in Alabama, Isabella moved to
New York City. She then changed her
name to Sojourner Truth, which means
‘‘itinerant teacher.’’ She became deep-
ly involved in religion. She had always
been very spiritual and, soon after
being emancipated, had a vision which
affected her profoundly, leading her, as
she described it, to develop a perfect
trust in God and prayer.

After 15 years in New York, Isabella
felt a call to become a traveling
preacher. She took her name, So-
journer Truth, and with little more
than the clothes on her back, began
walking through Long Island and Con-
necticut, speaking to people in the
countryside about her life and her rela-
tionship with God. She was a powerful
speaker and singer. When she rose to
speak, wrote one observer, ‘‘her com-
manding figure and dignified manner
hushed every trifler to silence.’’ Audi-
ences were, and I quote, melted into
tears by her touching stories.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I am
well aware of her contributions to the
suffrage movement. In her most fa-
mous speech at a woman’s rights con-
ference in Akron, OH, which is, of
course, quite near my district, in 1851,
she coined the phrase which continues
to embrace the concerns of many
women today: ‘‘Ain’t I A Woman.’’ This
powerful speech catapulted her to the
forefront of the woman suffrage move-
ment.

It is my understanding that as a po-
litical activist, Sojourner Truth cam-
paigned for Ulysses S. Grant in the
Presidential election in 1868. She de-
manded that the board of registration
place her name on the list of voters but
was denied this right. Then in 1872, she
went to Michigan, where she repeated
her demand to vote and again was de-
nied.

Undaunted, she sat in President
Abraham Lincoln’s office until he per-
sonally heard her suggestion for deal-
ing with freed and unemployed slaves.
The President told her that he had
heard her speeches long before.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I would not be here in this
body with the gentleman today, speak-
ing on this Interior bill, if it was not
for Sojourner Truth. Her leadership
and dedication more than a century
ago paved the way for literally mil-
lions of women, and I might add that I
historically supported President Grant
as well.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas was allowed to pro-
ceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, she was passionate and de-
termined, even when others told her to
sit back and hold tight. Her booming
voice of reason could not be silenced
throughout her 84 years of life. She de-
voted her life to educating and preach-
ing on women’s rights and abolition-
ism, knowing that everyone would ben-
efit from this equality.

Mr. Chairman, a statue would memo-
rialize the image as well as the real ac-
complishments of those courageous and
uniquely nonconformist individuals
who have had a profound and lasting
impact on the United States.

The women’s suffrage movement for-
ever changed the role of women in
American society. It was the catalyst
for lifting the status of women from
one of disenfranchisement to free and
equal partners in our Nation’s politi-
cal, social, and economic systems.

As beneficiaries of the women’s suf-
frage movement in the United States,
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD] and myself are
both appreciative of all the contribu-
tions of the women of the historic
movement.

This body must work to acknowledge
the contributions to our Nation’s his-
tory of all Americans, whether they
were born male or female, free or slave,
Native American or immigrant.

Sojourner Truth was without equal.
She must not be forgotten. She em-
bodied a special human spirit which
sought to promote justice and to im-
prove society.

A Sojourner Truth statue is nec-
essary to honor both the women and
the larger vision which inspired her. A
tangible memorial is important to
keeping her story alive for our children
and for future generations.

Acknowledging the presence of an Af-
rican-American suffragette will pro-
vide a role model in history for Afri-
can-American girls today and other
girls across the Nation who are learn-
ing the importance of speaking in the
face of wrong.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I assure
both gentlewomen that I will assist
their efforts to identify appropriate
means of recognizing these many ac-
complishments of Sojourner Truth, in-
cluding identifying the appropriate
source of funding and a location for a
statue in the Nation’s Capitol.

I also thank the gentlewoman for
giving us a great history lesson today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
his commitment as well on the Com-
mission on Martin Luther King. We
know of the gentleman’s history, and
we thank him very much for this com-
mitment and we look forward to work-
ing with him.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.
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Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Oklahoma.
Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I just

want to finish up our debate on this
amendment and make a couple of
points.

We have heard about UFO’s, we have
heard about black helicopters, we have
heard about flatlanders, we have heard
about Know-nothings, but what we
have not heard about is the Congress
doing its job. And this is about author-
izing. This is about the Congress being
responsible for the money they spend.

There is no doubt in my mind that
some of these biosphere programs are
excellent; that they have been great for
their communities; they have been
great for the heritage sites that they
surround. But the fact is that we are,
as officers of this body and representa-
tives of our constituents, responsible
to make sure how we spend the money.

I thought I might just give a short
notice of the money and where it came
from and who supplied it and where it
has been spent because it is rather in-
teresting. We heard today that it is not
much money and it is under control.
We spent $23,000 in Russia, of our
money, for biodiversity, unauthorized.
We spent money in Denmark, unau-
thorized, for biodiversity and the bio-
sphere program. We spent $12,000 on the
continent of Europe. We spent over
$12,000 in Mexico. All of this money has
been unauthorized, money with no
chance for oversight.

I do not believe in flying saucers, I do
not even believe in black helicopters,
but I believe in following the oath of
my office. If this is a good program,
then take it through the right commit-
tees, authorize it, appropriate the
money and then let us do it together.
But let us not violate the trust that
the country has given us in terms of
what we do and how we do it.

I want to thank the chairman for
being patient on this amendment. I ap-
preciate his input. And I would say to
those that oppose this amendment that
they can oppose it on technical
grounds because they support the U.S.
Man and Biosphere and they support
the U.S. World Heritage reserves, but if
they oppose it on that basis, then they
have an obligation to have those pro-
grams authorized and then funded indi-
vidually, not hidden in other budgets,
like the Air Force spending $70,000 last
year, the State Department spending
$50,000, EPA spending $50,000.

Let us talk about the money, where
it comes from and make sure it is
under the oversight.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of the amendment
offered by Congressman COBURN and Con-
gressman STEARNS to prohibit any Federal
funds from being used to support the U.S.
Man and the Biosphere Program or the World
Heritage Program. This same amendment has
also been included in the National Science
Foundation authorization, the foreign affairs
authorization and the defense authorization.

It is hard to believe, but over 68 percent of
the lands within our national parks, preserves,
and monuments have now been designated
as United Nations World Heritage Sites or Bio-
sphere Reserves. As a result, these areas and
the land areas surrounding them may be sub-
ject to international land management rules ig-
noring the rights of private property owners in
the area. State and local governments are left
out of the decision making process when
lands are designated as a part of these pro-
grams. In my own State of Washington, citi-
zens and local officials have expressed the
desire to have input into land use decisions.
This is an opportunity they do not have when
the United Nations makes land use policy.

In 1996, the National Park Service, the For-
est Service, the Smithsonian, and the Bureau
of Land Management contributed a total of
$170,000 to the Biosphere Program, which
has operated for the last 30 years, without au-
thorization or oversight. It is time to eliminate
this waste of taxpayer dollars and exercise our
constitutional responsibility to account for the
expenditures of all public money. This amend-
ment will protect the rights of private property
owners, and the integrity of our national park
system.

As a result, I urge you to support the
Coburn-Stearns amendment.

Mr. BONO. Mr. Chairman, today I rise in
support of the supremacy of the U.S. Constitu-
tion over the organization known as the United
Nations. Through the text of our constitution,
the greatest legal document in governmental
history, the Founders of our government
spoke with both common sense and com-
prehensible language. If we would simply fol-
low the genius of that document, we would
eliminate so many of the arguments and dis-
putes that arise. Therefore, in respect of the
Constitution, I urge my colleagues to support
the amendment to the Interior Appropriations
bill that protects our Nation’s land and Ameri-
ca’s heritage from the United Nations’ sov-
ereignty grab.

This important amendment to the Interior bill
accomplishes several important goals: (1) it
protects the sovereignty of the states; (2) it
protects the constitutionally protected rights of
U.S. citizens; and (3) it safeguards the private
property rights of landowners. It also sends a
message for the one-worlders to keep their
hands off.

In my view, the best form of government,
especially the federal government, should be a
limited government. The Constitution spells
out the functions of the respective branches,
and based on this equation, something is very
wrong with the Executive branch’s interpreta-
tion of their legitimate authority. Of course, just
as the key Founders of our Republic advo-
cated limited federal powers, it is clearly ap-
propriate for Congress to exercise its oversight
duty when necessary to prevent an abuse.

The proposals for the U.S. Man and the Bio-
sphere program (USMAB) and the World Her-
itage Program are not endeavors that I sup-
port. As many of my constituents in the 44th
District know, these sites are under the juris-
diction of the United Nations Educational, Sci-
entific and Cultural Organization, better known
as UNESCO. Further, I do not believe that the
Executive Branch, the part of our federal gov-
ernment that our federal Constitution charges
with enforcing the law, has the ability to make
the law binding our citizens and land-owners
regarding our participation in this agenda.

Some may wish to capture the majesty and
assets of our country through the bloated U.N.
bureaucracy. As a member of Congress, I
must strenuously object to these efforts.
Through our vote this afternoon, the position
of the House of Representatives is made
clear. Tax payer dollars must not go to fund
these ill-advised U.N. projects. I wish to thank
my colleague, the gentleman from Oklahoma,
Dr. TOM COBURN, for his attention to this mat-
ter over the years. He can trust that he has
my support in safeguarding the rights of all
citizens against the influence of foreign
agents.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote, and pending that, I
make a point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 181, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF
FLORIDA

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment printed in House Report 105–
174 offered by Mr. Weldon of Florida:

Page 89, after line 15, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 325. None of the funds made available
in this or any other Act for any fiscal year
may be used to designate, or to post any sign
designating, any portion of Canaveral Na-
tional Seashore in Brevard Country, Florida,
as a clothing-optional area or as an area in
which public nudity is permitted, if such des-
ignation would be contrary to county ord-
nance.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 181, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. WELDON] and a Member
opposed each will be recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 181, all points of order
against this amendment are waived.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I have a beach in my
district, Canaveral National Seashore.
It is a beautiful beach, a pristine
beach, considered by many to be one of
the most beautiful on the entire East
Coast of the United States. Several
years ago this beach began to be taken
over by nudists and other people who
engage in lewd and lascivious activity.
I have with me today a binder contain-
ing more than 250 police reports indi-
cating the nature of this lewd and las-
civious behavior.
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This amendment is not about simply

prohibiting people from sunbathing in
the nude or swimming in the nude.
This amendment is about sexual har-
assment of a form and nature that
pales in comparison to what we see on
the job sites in many of our places
today. Indeed, if I were to describe
some of the content of what is going on
on this beach in my district, we would
need a rating system for C-SPAN.

I repeat, this is not just about nude
sunbathers. This is about a lot of be-
havior that I would rather not even de-
scribe here on the floor of the House.

Now, I approached the National Park
Service and asked them to deal with
Canaveral National Seashore like they
dealt with Cape Cod in 1991 under the
Bush administration, where they des-
ignated that nudity would not be al-
lowed, and the National Park Service
refused.

In response to that, the county com-
mission in Brevard County, FL, where
the beach is located, passed an ordi-
nance designating no nudity. And then,
against my recommendations, the Na-
tional Park Service chose to post signs
designating a portion of the beach as
‘‘clothing optional.’’ What happened
subsequent to that was that there were
people arrested for violating the coun-
ty’s nudity ordinance, and then they
used the existence of those signs in
their defense and the charges were
dropped.

Now, in the defense of the National
Park Service, they have now since re-
moved those signs designating a por-
tion of the beach as ‘‘clothing op-
tional.’’ However, people in my com-
munity remain concerned that the Na-
tional Park Service will not respect
local authority on this issue and may
choose to redesignate an area of the
beach as clothing optional.

My amendment is very simple. It ba-
sically states that the Park Service
cannot designate a portion of the beach
as clothing optional in the future. Ad-
ditionally, my amendment states that
this will not be in effect if the county
should repeal its county ordinance.

I therefore encourage all my col-
leagues to support the amendment. My
amendment is very simple. It basically
states it is limited to Canaveral Na-
tional Seashore. Its also states that if
the local ordinance is repealed, that
this amendment is no longer in effect.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to say
that I originally rose in opposition be-
cause I was not sure of what the facts
were in this case.

b 1715
As explained by the gentleman, a

question comes to my mind, and that is
this: The gentleman stated that the
Park Service had removed its signs, if
I understood the gentleman correctly.
If that be true, why then is the amend-
ment needed?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. We asked
the Park Service to designate Canav-
eral National Seashore as ‘‘no nudity,’’
like they had at Cape Cod in Massachu-
setts, and they have refused, for rea-
sons that I do not understand, and we
continue to have a serious ongoing
problem. And then when they posted
those signs, there were a lot of con-
stituents in my district who were very
disturbed about that. And there is con-
cern amongst my constituents, because
of their unwillingness to designate this
beach as no nudity, that they may in
the future again try to set aside a por-
tion of the beach.

So I am responding to my constitu-
ents, putting into law language that
prohibits the Park Service from doing
this again. And frankly, I think it was
very inappropriate for the Park Service
to do that in the first place.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, based on the explanation
of the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Weldon], perhaps I may be inclined to
support his amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

In closing, I would like to thank the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]
for supporting my amendment. I would
encourage all of my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. This is about
whether moms can go to the beach
with their kids and enjoy themselves.

I have lots of case reports that I can
share with any of my colleagues here of
how the enjoyment of those families on
the beach was very, very much
intruded upon.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask if
the gentleman would put some of those
in the RECORD to support his position?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Reclaiming
my time, I would be happy to do that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we have
no objection to the amendment. I join
with my colleague from Illinois [Mr.
YATES] in accepting it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 181, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON] will
be postponed.

The Clerk will read the final lines of
the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department

of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1998’’.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. GIB-
BONS], having assumed the chair, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration
the bill, H.R. 2107, making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Inte-
rior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, the Chair will
now put the question on each motion
to suspend the rules on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier
today in the order in which that mo-
tion was entertained, followed by the
question de novo on approval of the
Journal.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: H.R. 1818 by the yeas and nays;
H.R. 2035 by the yeas and nays; and on
the approval of the Journal de novo.

The Chair may reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

f

JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT
OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 1818, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RIGGS] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1818, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 413, nays 14,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 267]

YEAS—413

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter

Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr

Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
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Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey

Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley

Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt

Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry

Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)

Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)

NAYS—14

Blunt
Chenoweth
Coble
Davis (IL)
Hostettler

Metcalf
Paul
Pombo
Royce
Sanford

Scarborough
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Stump

NOT VOTING—7

Brown (FL)
Engel
Eshoo

Reyes
Schiff
Woolsey

Young (AK)

b 1743

Messrs. COBLE, DAVIS of Illinois,
ROYCE, and METCALF changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. FATTAH changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

b 1745

AUTHORIZING TRANSFER OF
NAVAL VESSELS

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. GIB-
BONS]. The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 2035, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2035, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 426, nays 1,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 268]

YEAS—426

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen

Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)

Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement

Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)

Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty

Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
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Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns

Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velázquez

Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)

NAYS—1

Taylor (MS)

NOT VOTING—7

Brown (FL)
Eshoo
Reyes

Schiff
Torres
Woolsey

Young (AK)

b 1801

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device may
be taken on the approval of the Jour-
nal.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question de novo of the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURR. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-

bers are reminded this is a 5-minute
vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 373, noes 50,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 269]

AYES—373

Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger

Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman

Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla

Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling

Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney

McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)

Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Talent

Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velázquez

Vento
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)

NOES—50

Abercrombie
Becerra
Borski
Brown (CA)
Chenoweth
Clay
Clyburn
Costello
Cunningham
DeFazio
English
Ensign
Everett
Fazio
Filner
Foglietta
Gutierrez

Gutknecht
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hilliard
Hulshof
Kingston
Kucinich
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
McDermott
Meek
Moran (KS)
Pallone
Pascrell
Pickett
Pombo
Poshard

Ramstad
Redmond
Rush
Sabo
Sessions
Stenholm
Stupak
Sununu
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Tiahrt
Visclosky
Waters
Watts (OK)
Weller
Wicker

NOT VOTING—11

Brown (FL)
Eshoo
Franks (NJ)
Kennedy (RI)

Markey
Reyes
Schiff
Waxman

Weldon (FL)
Woolsey
Young (AK)

b 1810

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2158, DEPARTMENTS OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 184 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 184

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2158) making
appropriations for the Departments of Veter-
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry independent agencies,
commissions, corporations, and offices for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. Points of order
against consideration of the bill for failure
to comply with clause 2(l)(6) of rule XI,
clause 7 of rule XXI, or section 306 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. Points of order against
provisions in the bill for failure to comply
with clause 2 or 6 of rule XXI are waived ex-
cept as follows: on page 25, line 17, through
page 27, line 4; beginning with ‘‘: Provided’’
on page 28, line 20, through ‘‘loans’’ on page
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29, line 11; beginning with ‘‘: Provided’’ on
page 48, line 3, through ‘‘program’’ on line 7;
and on page 76, line 7 through line 12. Where
points of order are waived against part of a
paragraph, points of order against a provi-
sion in another part of such paragraph may
be made only against such provision and not
against the entire paragraph. The amend-
ments printed in the report of the Commit-
tee on Rules accompanying this resolution
may be offered only by a Member designated
in the report and only at the appropriate
point in the reading of the bill, shall be con-
sidered as read, shall not be subject to
amendment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against the amendments
printed in the report are waived. During con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be fifteen
minutes. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

b 1815
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-

BONS). The gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. LINDER] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY],
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution all time yielded
is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 184 is
an open rule providing for consider-
ation of H.R. 2158, the VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies Appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1998. The rule waives
points of order against consideration of
the bill for failure to comply with
clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI related to the 3-
day availability of the report, clause 7
of rule XXI related to the 3-day avail-
ability of printed hearings on appro-
priations bills, or section 306 of the
Budget Act related to the prohibition
on including matters within the juris-
diction of the Committee on the Budg-
et in a measure not reported by it. I as-
sure the House that this is a technical
violation and not a substantive budget
violation.

House Resolution 184 provides for one
hour of general debate divided equally
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

The rule waives points of order
against provisions in the bill for failure
to comply with clause 2 and clause 6 of
rule XXI, except as specified in the
rule. The rule also waives all points of
order against the amendments printed
in the Committee on Rules report
which may, one, only be offered by a
Member designated in the report and
only at the appropriate point in the
reading of the bill; two, shall be consid-
ered as read; and, three, shall not be
subject to further amendment or to a
demand for a division in the House.

This rule also continues to imple-
ment two approaches that have been
used effectively in recent Congresses
by according priority in recognition to
Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD and allowing the chairman to
postpone recorded votes and reduce to 5
minutes the voting time on any post-
poned question, provided that voting
time on the first in any series of ques-
tions is not less than 15 minutes. These
provisions will facilitate consideration
of amendments and guarantee the
timely completion of the appropria-
tions bills.

House Resolution 184 also provides
for one motion to recommit, with or
without instructions.

I mentioned earlier that there are a
few exceptions to the waiver of clause
2 of rule XXI specified in the rule. I
want to briefly describe those excep-
tions at this time.

First, the Committee on Rules has
left exposed two provisions objected to
by the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, one related to a pro-
gram under the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant Program for sup-
portive services, and the other relating
to an expansion of the secondary mar-
ket for nonconforming home mortgage
loans under the HOME program.

In addition, the Committee on
Science objected to a provision relat-
ing to $35 million in funds being trans-
ferred from the EPA to the NIH, and
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure objected to a provision
related to the implementation of com-
prehensive conservation and manage-
ment plans. Each of these provisions
has been exposed to a point of order
under House Resolution 184.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 184 is
an open rule providing Members with
every opportunity to amend this appro-
priations bill. As I stated earlier, the
Committee on Rules has also made in
order two amendments to be offered by
the chairman of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], and the chairman of the
Committee on Rules, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. I will
leave it to those Members to fully ex-
plain the substance of their amend-
ments.

H.R. 2158 appropriates a total of $70.1
billion for fiscal year 1998, and I want
to mention a number of important pro-
visions in this bill.

First, regarding appropriations for
our veterans, this country has a com-
mitment to our men and women in uni-
form, and we as Americans owe those
dedicated men and women a debt of
gratitude. This bill will meet our obli-
gation to our veterans by providing
$40.4 billion for the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, $21.7 billion for the Vet-
erans Benefits Administration com-
pensation and pensions, $17.5 billion for
the Veterans Health Administration
medical care, and $267 million for vet-
erans medical and prosthetic research.
It is important to note that these are
increases above the fiscal year 1997 ap-
propriations.

I also believe our space program has
been sufficiently funded this bill. We
have all been captivated in the past few
weeks by the images broadcast back to
us from the planet Mars by the Path-
finder mission via NASA’s Jet Propul-
sion Laboratory. I am pleased that
H.R. 258 provides $13.6 billion for
NASA, which is $148 million more than
the President requested.

The Committee on Appropriations
has once again had to balance a wide
array of interests, and as we work to
get our fiscal house in order, we must
ensure that all funding is spent effi-
ciently and where it is needed most.
This bill achieves this goal. I want to
commend the chairman, the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. STOKES] for the bipartisan
manner in which they constructed this
appropriations bill.

H.R. 2158 was favorably reported out
of the Committee on Appropriations, as
was the open rule by the Committee on
Rules. I urge my colleagues to support
the rule so that we may proceed with
general debate and consideration of the
merits of this very important bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
thank my colleague from Georgia [Mr.
LINDER] for yielding me the customary
half hour.

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by con-
gratulating my colleagues on the ap-
propriations subcommittee, the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], and the chairman, the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS],
for their outstanding efforts on this
bill. The gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS] and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and the members of
their committee worked extremely
hard and came up with a relatively bi-
partisan bill that many of us can sup-
port.

They recognize the need to fund
American housing and veterans pro-
grams fully, as well as the Federal
Emergency Management Program and
NASA. I know that the Space Rover on
Mars is a lot more exciting to some
Members than housing rehabilitation
in south Boston, but as a former resi-
dent of public housing I can tell my
colleagues it is very important. Lucky
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for us, Mr. Speaker, that the members
of the subcommittee have decided that
we could have our Rover and our
houses, too.

This bill will allow Housing Sec-
retary Cuomo to continue his out-
standing work in securing affordable
housing for the less fortunate Ameri-
cans and providing grants to spur eco-
nomic development.

The bill also funds all renewals of
section 8 contracts so nobody will have
to move and nobody will lose their
housing assistance.

It will also allow the Secretary to re-
form the project-based section 8 pro-
gram through which HUD has been
paying incredibly high rents.

It also increases HOME grants to
cities and States for building afford-
able housing. Mr. Speaker, one of my
cities in my district, the city of Brock-
ton, just received a HOME grant. I can
tell Members it is going to do a tre-
mendous amount of good. Thanks to
last year’s grant, Brockton has been
able to help 200 people buy homes. This
year they will be able to even help
more people. It is a very good program
and very well worth funding.

Mr. Speaker, the bill will also pro-
vide funding for the Veterans Adminis-
tration and the Consumer Product
Safety Commission. It funds the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, which
keeps our air and our water clean. And
most of the funding levels are at or
above President Clinton’s requests.

Mr. Speaker, I am very proud to see
how well Members from both sides of
the aisle have worked on getting this
bill together. I urge my colleagues to
support the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. GOSS], a colleague on the commit-
tee.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend, the distinguished gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. LINDER] for yielding
me this time. I rise in strong support of
this fair and open rule. It is the right
process, as each Member can have the
opportunity to address the issues that
we have in this appropriations bill, the
committee’s product.

I would like to focus my limited time
on an area of great concern to my con-
stituents and perhaps constituents of
other Members; that is, veterans, the
veterans’ health care aspects of this. I
am very pleased that we are going to
provide $549 million more for veterans’
medical care this year. That is going to
mean a lot to our veterans. I think it is
a very responsible increase when you
measure it against the resources avail-
able.

For the first time we are going to try
something different. Not all the money
for veterans’ care is going to come
from the appropriators. A portion of it
is going to come from allowing the VA

to retain third party insurance collec-
tions and user fees, something like $600
million, we expect. This is in response
to an administration request and a pro-
vision in the bipartisan budget agree-
ment.

I think it is a good idea, but I under-
stand that the veterans’ community is
a little concerned that we have not
planned realistically enough, given re-
cent trends of collecting these kinds of
fees. I share that concern, and I am
going to be supporting an amendment
that is going to be offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
to place a fail-safe provision in the bill
in case the funds are not sufficient. So
either way the veterans can be assured
they are going to have the moneys
they need for veterans’ care. There is
nothing wrong with experimenting
with new ways to fund the VA as long
as we are certain that the money gets
to the veterans, and that it is done
fairly and equitably and put where the
veterans are.

That gives me the biggest pause with
this bill we have got before us. The re-
port accompanying the bill contains
controversial language that would re-
instate the funding inequities of pre-
vious years that we saw in the VA med-
ical care system, and it could deprive
many veterans in my district and else-
where of needed health care. That lan-
guage seeks to reverse a funding for-
mula put in place by the VA and ap-
proved in last year’s VA-HUD bill, in
fact, overwhelmingly approved, to en-
sure that the dollars flow to the veter-
ans where the veterans are. The num-
bers paint a very clear picture.

Since 1980, Florida and Arizona and
other similar places have registered a
large growth rate, in fact in Florida
and Arizona nearly 25 percent in their
veterans’ populations. While in other
States, New York comes to mind, that
is dropped by nearly 20 percent. Obvi-
ously we have to adjust the funding.
There is no reason why veterans in
southwest Florida with service-con-
nected disabilities should be turned
away in order to serve lower priority,
routine needs of nondisabled counter-
parts in other areas of the country.
That is unfair. It is bad policy. I hope
that the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS] and the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] will not
pursue that language in the conference.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote, nevertheless, on
this wide-open rule and for the bill that
it makes in order. I believe that the
Committee on Rules has done an excel-
lent job on this. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia for
yielding me this time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. ROEMER].

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding me the time. I rise in support
of the rule but with concerns about the
NASA budget.

First of all, I would like to congratu-
late NASA and the Jet Propulsion Lab-

oratory out in California for pulling off
one of the most spectacular scientific
accomplishments and achievements
that we have seen in decades in this
country. The Mars Pathfinder and the
Sojourner have returned us marvelous
scientific data, exceeding all expecta-
tions. What they have done for $267
million has restored some of the
public’s confidence in our ability not
only to get into space in faster, cheap-
er, better methods but they have also,
I think, opened up a new thing to the
American people, that it does not par-
ticularly have to always be men and
women in space, although I support
men and women in space. It does not
always have to be something like a
space station to captivate the public.
This unmanned vehicle on Mars has ex-
cited the entire Nation and the world
for what it is bringing back home to
America.

The space station, which has been
capped at $2.1 billion per year, and I be-
lieve this bill, if the Rohrabacher-Roe-
mer amendment is not agreed to, will
exceed that cap, the space station flies
in the face of what the Mars Path-
finder, Galileo, Hubbell, Clementine
and a host of other projects have been
able to accomplish, which is a great
deal for the taxpayer, phenomenal
science, and maintaining a budget.

As we are trying to make difficult de-
cisions here in this Congress to fairly
balance the budget, do it structurally
and do it with the right values, do it
fairly to education, fairly to the envi-
ronment and fairly to science, then the
Mars Pathfinder, the Hubbell, these are
the kinds of projects, Mr. Speaker, that
really will captivate the public’s atten-
tion and support, that return NASA to
the glory days of the 1960’s and 1970’s,
that for every $1 we invest in NASA, we
return $7 in new technology, in new ex-
perimentation and knowledge, in new
things that really would help not only
support NASA in the future but would
bring us the knowledge and the science
for us to leverage those kinds of discov-
eries into new things here on earth.
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So I would continue to applaud
NASA for its wonderful achievement
on Mars with the Pathfinder, but to
further push them to do things like the
Pathfinder, and Galileo and Hubbell,
and reusable launch vehicles, and to
not only sustain the cap on the space
station but I would advocate eliminate
the space station and find even more
things that we can do in manned and
unmanned ways to return NASA to the
public confidence and excitement that
we have seen NASA achieve in the
past.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KUCINICH].

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise with great concern
about the United States’ efforts in the
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space station program, not agreeing
with my colleague from Indiana who so
eloquently stated the achievements of
the space program, but specifically
stating that the United States has
made a very strong commitment in ele-
vating the vision of this Nation and the
potential of this Nation in building a
space station, in paving the way for
international cooperation, which would
have been undreamed of in those fierc-
est days of the cold war; and that the
space station presents not just a bridge
to outer space but a bridge across the
oceans for cooperation and for peace in
our time and for the future.

The very thought of people being up
in outer space working together shows
certainly what the manifest possibili-
ties here are on earth. And any efforts
to try to change that program, any ef-
fort to try to lessen the resources that
program needs to be successful inad-
vertently attacks the underpinnings of
this great effort that has been made to
try to achieve peace. It is the coopera-
tion of the United States and Russia in
space which has shown the world that
great powers can work together.

How can we put a dollar value on
that? We must in the program and we
have. And I submit that the benefits of
the space station have not only been
certainly for the private sector pro-
grams, which are looking for that pub-
lic-private partnership that enables the
growth of many industries, but even
more importantly than that, the bene-
fit of that station has been to enable
this country to achieve peace that we
would not have been able to dream of.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MANTON].

(Mr. MANTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my good friend and colleague, the
ranking member of the Committee on
Rules, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY], for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the rule before
the House today is a reasonable and
fair measure which will allow for a free
and open debate of the fiscal year 1998
VA HUD appropriations bill. While I
support and will vote for the rule, I am
concerned about a number of provi-
sions and omissions in the underlying
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I must concur in the ad-
ditional views submitted by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], the
ranking member of the full Committee
on Appropriations, which accompanied
the report on H.R. 2158 and question
the judgment of numerous outlays con-
tained in the bill. The bill falls short in
one area of environmental protection
which I simply cannot allow to go un-
challenged, and that is the failure of
the subcommittee to include the Presi-
dent’s requested increase in funding to
double the pace of Superfund cleanups.

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply dis-
appointed in the failure to include an

additional $650 million for the
Superfund Program. This increase in
the Superfund response, or cleanup ac-
count, was requested by the President
and concurred in by the bipartisan
leadership of both the House and the
Senate budget agreement.

This money is vitally important if we
are to expedite the cleanup of hundreds
of toxic waste sites located in virtually
every State of the Union. The failure
to include the requested funding in this
bill will ensure that at least 250 addi-
tional Superfund invites will not be
cleaned up over the next 3 years.

Mr. Speaker, as the ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on Fi-
nance and Hazardous Materials, I am
uniquely aware of the importance of
the Superfund Program and the Presi-
dent’s initiative to double the pace of
cleanups.

If there is one clear and overriding
call I have heard regarding the
Superfund Program, it is that the pace
of cleanups is too slow. Time and time
again over the past several years of
hearings, concerns have been expressed
that the program has not cleaned up
hazardous waste sites quickly enough,
that the program is mired in bureauc-
racy, resulting in unnecessary and
costly delays in cleanups.

Mr. Speaker, I have several letters
that I received which emphasize the
importance of approving the Presi-
dent’s initiative to speed cleanups and
stress the administration’s understand-
ing that the initiative was indeed a sig-
nificant part of the budget agreement
and was not, let me repeat, was not
contingent upon the enactment of
Superfund reauthorization. I submit
these letters from Vice President
GORE, Administrator Browner and OMB
Director Raines to be included in the
RECORD.

The letters referred to are included
as follows:

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT,
Washington, DC, June 25, 1997.

Hon. THOMAS J. MANTON,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MANTON: I am writ-
ing to you because you have a strong sup-
porter of our efforts to protect communities
from toxic waste and to address the problem
of brownfields. Our shared commitment to
these issues reflects an important bipartisan
consensus concerning the importance of
toxic waste cleanup to restoring both the en-
vironment and the economy in communities
burdened with toxic waste sites.

As part of their landmark agreement with
the President on a balanced budget, the
House and Senate leadership committed to
support the President’s brownfields tax in-
centive. This proposal is a targeted tax in-
centive that should generate cleanup and re-
development at approximately 14,000 sites in
distressed communities by the year 2000.

Unfortunately, the tax bill recently re-
ported by the Ways and Means Committee
does not include the brownfields tax incen-
tive. I hope you will join me in urging the
House leadership to meet its commitment by
addressing this issue before final passage of
the bill.

I also hope that the Administration can
rely on your support for other aspects of the

budget agreement that protect communities
from toxics, including the funding needed to
achieve cleanup at two-thirds of the national
priority list sites by the year 2000, and sig-
nificantly expand funding of brownfields
cleanup and redevelopment efforts by the
Environmental Protection Agency. This ac-
celeration of toxic waste cleanup highlights
the importance of reinstating the taxes that
support the Superfund program. Superfund
taxes fund emergency removals of hazardous
substances, support long-term cleanups at
more than a thousand toxic waste sites, and
provide assistance to brownfields and other
cleanup efforts by state and local govern-
ments.

Several Members of Congress are suggest-
ing that all of these proposals must await
the outcome of protracted negotiations on a
Superfund reauthorization bill. While this
Administration is participating actively in
those negotiations and hopes to achieve a bi-
partisan reform bill with broad support, we
must draw the line of attempts to hold com-
munities and their cleanup funds hostage
pending the outcome of that process. The ac-
celerated cleanup funding and brownfields
tax incentive are needed now.

I know that, given your leadership on
brownfields issues, you understand how im-
portant these initiatives are to empowering
our communities. Therefore, I hope you will
join me in pressing the Congressional leader-
ship to honor the commitments in the budg-
et agreement regarding brownfields. Addi-
tionally, I hope you will support expedited
action to fully fund our initiative to acceler-
ate toxic waste cleanup and to reinstate the
taxes that support the Superfund program. I
would be most grateful for your support.

Sincerely,
AL GORE.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, DC.

Hon. THOMAS J. MANTON,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MANTON: The House
Appropriations Committee marked up the
VA, HUD and Independent Agencies FY 1998
Appropriations Bill on July 8, 1997. While I
appreciate the overall funding provided to
EPA by the House, the Committee failed to
include funding to restore the environment
and the economy in communities burdened
with toxic waste sites. The President’s ini-
tiative to clean up an additional 500
Superfund sites by the end of the year 2000
was designed to protect the public from the
risks these sites pose to health and the envi-
ronment. The importance of this initiative
was recognized by Congress and the Presi-
dent’s request for Superfund was accommo-
dated in the Bipartisan Budget Agreement.

As Vice President Gore and the Office of
Management and Budget Director Raines
have recently indicated, the Administration
remains committed to working with Con-
gress to enact a consensus-based Superfund
reform bill. However, it is not agreed that
additional Superfund cleanup funding pro-
vided in the Budget Agreement is contingent
on any prior legislation, much less a com-
prehensive reform bill. Agreement still needs
to be reached on ways in which the supple-
mental cleanup funds would be spent, but
not on the level of funding.

In the Budget Agreement, Congress and
the Administration increased funding for the
Superfund program to accelerate the clean-
ups affecting the quality of life for millions
of Americans. Failing the increase, up to 120
fewer sites would begin cleanup. This would
mean hundreds of communities nationwide
waiting even longer before the hazardous
waste sites in their neighborhoods are
cleaned up. Not only will this put their
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health and the environment at risk, it will
prevent economic redevelopment in those
areas.

EPA, through our administrative reforms,
has done much to improve the overall pace,
cost, and fairness of the program. These ad-
ministrative reforms represent permanent
changes in the way EPA does business and
reflect the Administration’s vision for the
future of Superfund—a future that builds
upon our progress over the past four years.
These reforms are building a faster, fairer,
more efficient Superfund program which: (1)
achieves our goal of 20% reduction in total
cleanup process time, with 439 completed
cleanups (as of 7/7/97) and more than 480 site
cleanup constructions underway; (2) includes
75% of Superfund long-term cleanups per-
formed by responsible parties; and (3) re-
duces cleanup costs towards our goal of 20%
cost reduction.

Based on the Agency’s administrative re-
forms, EPA is ready to accelerate the clean-
up program. Much of the pre-cleanup work
has been completed and actual cleanup work
is ready to begin at many toxic waste sites.
The necessary contracts to implement an ac-
celerated cleanup program are in place. We
have worked with state offices in identifying
sites ready for cleanup and will continue to
coordinate with them on cleanup activities.

I urge you to support the funding level for
the Superfund program as outlined in the
Budget Agreement while we continue our
discussions on Superfund reauthorization.

Sincerely,
CAROL M. BROWNER.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,

Washington, DC. June 25, 1997.
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL,
Ranking Member, Committee on Commerce, U.S.

House of Representatives, Washington, DC
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DINGELL: I am writ-

ing to clarify the Administration’s views re-
garding the Superfund funding that was in-
cluded in the recent Bipartisan Budget
Agreement.

On June 5th, Congressmen Kasich and
Oxley conducted a colloquy on this subject
on the floor of the House of Representatives.
As they discussed, the Budget Agreement es-
tablishes a reserve fund to provide $200 mil-
lion per year for Superfund orphan shares.
As this would be mandatory spending, the re-
serve fund requires authorizing legislation to
be reported by the Committees on Commerce
and Transportation and Infrastructure, al-
though the reserve fund could be authorized
in a reconciliation bill, a Superfund reform
bill, or other legislative vehicle. The Admin-
istration does not agree that these funds
should become available only after the Con-
gress passes a Superfund reform bill.

Regarding the $700 million of additional re-
quested funding, the Administration adheres
to the language of the Budget Agreement,
which provides that Superfund appropria-
tions will be at the President’s level ‘‘if poli-
cies can be worked out.’’ We have always un-
derstood this to mean that the Administra-
tion needs to reach agreement with the ap-
propriate Committees regarding the way in
which the supplemental cleanup funds would
be spent. We do not agree that the additional
Superfund cleanup funding agreed to in the
budget Agreement is contingent on any prior
legislation, much less a comprehensive re-
form bill.

The Administration remains committed to
working with Congress to enact a bipartisan
consensus-based Superfund reform bill. How-
ever, we believe that the increased
Superfund appropriations should not be held
up until this occurs, since these funds are ur-

gently needed to eliminate the backlog of
Superfund cleanups and improve the quality
of life for more than 27 million Americans,
including over four million children, who
live within four miles of a Superfund site.

Please do not hesitate to contract me if I
can be of further assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
FRANKLIN D. RAINES,

Director.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the bill (H.R. 2158) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, commissions,
corporations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes, and that I be permitted
to include tables, charts and other ex-
traneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 184 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2158.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2158)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sun-
dry independent agencies, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998,
and for other purposes, with Mr. COM-
BEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS] and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] will
each control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure
today to outline the work of the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Independ-
ent Agencies as well as the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations in developing
the fiscal year 1998 VA–HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies appropriations bill.

First, I want to thank my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], and his staff for their
helping in crafting this bill. Our work-
ing relationship, I believe, is a model of
how appropriations subcommittees can
and should work together on a biparti-
san basis. We have effectively con-
trolled the rate of growth of Federal
spending through our bill while making
sure that the needs of our constituents
are met in communities across the
country.

Mr. Chairman, beginning with the
fiscal year 1995 rescission bill, this sub-
committee has led the way in our bat-
tle with the budget by reducing spend-
ing and fully paying for the emergency
supplemental. While the administra-
tion and Congress have finally agreed
in principle to balancing that budget
by 2002, this subcommittee has been
moving in that direction for well over
2 years now, and so far we have pro-
duced some $20 billion in spending cuts
to show for our efforts.

Because of the bipartisan budget
agreement with the President, this
year the subcommittee had the chance
to catch its breath. The subcommit-
tee’s 602(b) allocation for fiscal year
1998 will provide us with the funding
levels necessary to continue our com-
mitment to serving veterans, protect-
ing the environment, providing housing
for the poorest of the poor, and ensur-
ing America’s future leadership in
space.

With regard to space programs, I
hope that each of my colleagues have
had an opportunity to focus upon the
remarkable NASA Pathfinder mission
to Mars. If this mission does not pro-
vide the catalyst for our next genera-
tion of scientists, then I certainly do
not know what will.

We are able to achieve all of these
important results while still holding a
line on spending of hard-earned tax-
payers’ dollars. Our allocation should
allow us to go through the process
quickly and eventually gain a signa-
ture by the President.

Since our counterparts in the Senate
received an allocation well below ours
in the House, we are in for some very
tough decisions nonetheless as we go
down this road. Not everything in this
bill will find its way in the final con-
ference report. While the President
may not wholeheartedly endorse every
decision reflected in this bill, it is my
hope that when we conference in Sep-
tember, we can come to a mutual
agreement on a final bill that will be
signed.

Let me quickly move to some of the
specifics of this bill beginning with our
602(b) allocation.
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Due to the structure of the budget

resolution, there is some confusion
about our allocation. Basically, when
we take into account the recent rescis-
sion of $3.6 billion we enacted to pay
for the emergency disaster supple-
mental, our allocation this year is the
same as for fiscal year 1997, amounting
to some $60.8 billion. When we consider
that, it would be a mistake, however,
not to look at the fact that within this
whole package there is an additional
$9.2 billion that is necessary to pay for
HUD’s section 8 program, a program
that suddenly has blown up before us
and creates ongoing problems that all
of us must deal with.

Since the gentleman from Ohio and I
have proposed funding the section 8
program at the administration’s re-
quest of $9.2 billion, our allocation in-
creased by that amount once we re-
ported our bill from the full commit-
tee. With that in mind, even this fund-
ing level may not be enough if the ad-
ministration, in dealing with section 8,
working along with the House and the
Senate housing authorizing commit-
tees, do not work in a way to solve this
critical section 8 problem, a difficulty
which, as I have indicated, will balloon
in the years ahead of us.

Now, let me explain the highlights of
the larger agencies funded through this
measure.

First, the veterans medical care is
funded at the full budget request of $17
billion, and we expect an additional
$468 million will be made available
when the reconciliation bill becomes
law.

Veterans research operating expenses
and construction activities are mod-
erately increased over the budget re-
quest levels.

For the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the section 8 pro-
gram, as I have indicated, at $9.2 bil-
lion, is a part of the package.

Severely distressed housing and drug
elimination grants are at the Presi-
dent’s request of $524 million and $290
million respectively. CDBG, HOPWA,
and Homeless Assistance Grants are
also funded at the budget request level.
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The native American housing block
grant program is funded at $650 mil-
lion, an increase of some $165 million
above the budget request. Likewise,
the HOME Program has also increased
by $191 million to a figure of $1.5 billion
for fiscal year 1998.

Finally, and thanks to an amend-
ment offered during our subcommittee

markup by the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK] and the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN],
the section 202 elderly housing program
is funded at $645 million, which is $345
million above the President’s request.

The section 811 housing for the dis-
abled program is funded at $194 million,
at an increase of $20 million over the
budget request.

For EPA, the budget agreement re-
quires us to produce a bill which funds
the EPA operating programs at the
budget request level of $3.4 billion. The
operating programs include all pro-
grams at the agency except Superfund;
Leaking Underground Storage Tank
Program, known as LUST; and the
clean and safe drinking water State re-
volving funds. We have met this obliga-
tion in a way that I believe accurately
reflects congressional priorities.

For example, we have proposed an ad-
ditional $40 million for particulate
matter and ozone research, something I
believe most Members strongly support
and all of us wish the EPA would uti-
lize before implementing new PM and
ozone regulations that many would
suggest have questionable scientific
backing. We have also increased by $25
million the funds going to States and
cities for air monitoring and data col-
lection, a necessary component of bet-
ter research in this very important
area.

Furthermore, the Great Lakes pro-
grams are fully funded, many above the
budget request. The State revolving
fund programs have been increased by
$200 million over the President’s re-
quest. Brownfields are funded at $85
million. And the Superfund Program,
although it continues to need serious,
comprehensive reform, is funded at $1.5
billion.

Space station and shuttle programs
at NASA are fully funded, and NASA
will receive a modest increase of $148
million over the budget request. I
would note, however, that NASA’s
funding level still represents a decrease
of $61 million below last year’s level.
NASA is a prime example of an agency
that has responded to our charge of
doing more with less. One need only
look at the $200 million Pathfinder pro-
gram as a prime example of doing more
with less.

The National Science Foundation
would, likewise, receive a modest in-
crease above the President’s request,
including an additional $23 million for
research, $90 million for major research
equipment, and $7 million for edu-
cation programs. We have provided the
full budget request for the Federal

Emergency Management Agency,
FEMA.

Finally, we have frozen funds for
AmeriCorps at the 1997 level of just
over $402 million. This year’s funding
level for AmeriCorps represents a re-
duction of $146.5 million, or 27 percent
below the President’s request.

I want my colleagues to know that
together, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], members of the sub-
committee and I have worked hard to
produce a fair and balanced bill, one
that can and should be supported all
the way to the Presidential signature.
It is true that it will be a long and hot
summer while we all work on this and
the other 12 appropriations bills that
are necessary to keep our Government
operating. On the other hand, the bi-
partisan support that this measure has
already received will certainly make
the summer a little easier.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], my
friend and ranking member, and his
staff Fredette West, David Reich, and
Del Davis, as well as Rose ROBERTS,
Valerie Baldwin, Tim Peterson, Paul
Thomson, and Frank Cushing of my
committee staff, and Dave Les Strang,
Alex Heslop, and Jeff Shockey of my
personal staff for their help and sup-
port for putting together this difficult
bill which is full of competing interests
but balanced funding priorities.

Mr. Chairman, I want to take just a
moment to say that it is obvious this is
a very complex bill, dealing with pro-
grams that are very, very important to
the American public as well as those
individual families that receive many
of the services involved. In shrinking
budgetary circumstances, the competi-
tion between accounts is all the more
difficult.

There will be amendments, as we go
forward in this discussion, which peo-
ple will come to the floor and suggest
that their program has higher priority
than another, let us say taking away
from AmeriCorps and putting in an-
other program, maybe a veterans’ pro-
gram, without necessarily evaluating
the good work we have already done on
the veterans programs. That sort of ex-
change is part of the process. But I
urge the Members to recognize that
this is a very difficult process and we
have done a very good, I think, biparti-
san job in putting this bill together.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
for the RECORD:
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Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of

this bill, and I urge my colleagues to
do likewise. I could not make a similar
statement last year or the year before
that for the VA–HUD appropriation
bills. I am pleased that I can support
this legislation, and I am pleased with
the circumstances that have made this
possible.

First, I wanted to take a moment to
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS], the chairman, for the open
and inclusive way that he has ap-
proached the drafting of this bill. Both
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] and his able staff have been ex-
tremely courteous and helpful during
the hearing process and especially pre-
paring for the markup of this bill in
subcommittee.

I want to thank the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS] publicly for the
comity which has been restored to the
operation of this subcommittee and for
the pleasure it is to work with him in
crafting this bill.

While I cannot wholeheartedly em-
brace every recommendation contained
in the bill and report, I think overall
the bill represents a fair balance for
the diverse and worthwhile programs
which it funds. I think the administra-
tion currently holds a similar opinion.
In the last statement of administration
policy, there is no mention of a pos-
sible veto for the bill as it now stands.

However, the statement continues
that if an amendment is adopted to
eliminate funding for the Corporation
for National and Community Service,
or AmeriCorps, a veto is likely. The ad-
ministration is already deeply con-
cerned that the committee’s rec-
ommendations for AmeriCorps is $146
million below their request and does
not provide for the new America Reads
initiative.

An amendment was offered in com-
mittee and may be renewed in the
House to eliminate AmeriCorps fund-
ing. I sincerely hope that amendment
is not offered or, if offered, is defeated.
We all know how strongly the Presi-
dent believes in this program. He has
fought hard for it in the past, and I am
sure he will continue to do so.

After some understandable startup
issues, the program appears to be oper-
ating much more smoothly. Reforms
have been made, costs are coming
down, and results are being achieved.
So I would hope that we would avoid
the histrionics and posturing and the
tired old arguments about AmeriCorps
and pass a bill that the President will
sign.

As I said, all and all, this is a fairly
well balanced bill, one that is worthy
of the Members’ support. In notable
contrast to the experience during the
last Congress, this bill contains vir-
tually no legislative provisions. There
are no antienvironmental riders, un-
like the score of such controversial rid-
ers 2 years ago, and there is no major
rewrite of housing law as there was
last year.

The combination of the subcommit-
tee’s section 602(b) allocations and the
provision in the budget resolution pro-
viding an additional $9.2 billion in
budget authority and associated out-
lays for the section 8 contract renewal
situation has allowed the subcommit-
tee the flexibility to craft a bill with
many positive aspects. In particular,
the bill provides the full amount re-
quested for renewal of all expiring sec-
tion 8 housing assistance contracts. It
also provides the full administration
request for operation and moderniza-
tion of public housing and for revital-
ization of severely distressed public
housing.

Further, the bill includes substantial
increases over last year’s level for the
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora-
tion and the Community Development
Financial Institutions Fund, two rel-
atively small programs that are never-
theless very important to economic de-
velopment in cities and rural areas
alike.

The measure also maintains funding
for housing for the elderly and disabled
and provides the full amount requested
for homeless assistance programs. It
also gets the new native American
housing block grant program off to a
good start by providing a $165 million
increase over the levels spent on com-
parable programs this year.

I do wish that we could have done
more in some areas. I especially wish
we could have provided the 50,000 new
section 8 housing certificates proposed
by the administration. This will be the
third year in a row without any addi-
tional units of assisted housing. The
need for affordable housing for low-in-
come families is growing, while the
supply is shrinking.

I also wish we could have funded the
administration’s proposal for grants to
promote the redevelopment of
brownfields, that is, former industrial
properties with moderate environ-
mental contamination. The problem of
brownfields is one of the most serious
difficulties hampering redevelopment
in many inner cities.

I also wish we could have provided
the requested increase in the
Superfund Program to speed the clean-
up of contaminated sites across the
country. There appears to be a consid-
erable difference of opinion regarding
the wording of the budget agreement as
it relates to Superfund.

The Republican leadership says the
agreement means ‘‘enactment of com-
prehensive Superfund reform legisla-
tion.’’ OMB Director Frank Raines has
stated, and I quote him, ‘‘We do not
agree that the additional Superfund
cleanup funding agreed to in the budg-
et agreement is contingent on any
prior legislation, much less a com-
prehensive reform bill.’’

Because there has not been any
movement yet with regard to
Superfund policies, I believe the com-
mittee’s action not to include the re-
quested increase at this time is under-
standable. However, in effect, by tak-

ing the extra Superfund money and
spending it on other programs and ac-
tivities instead of keeping a reserve
against the day the Superfund policies
are worked out, I fear that we have
prejudiced the program unfairly. I
doubt that we have heard the last from
the administration on the additional
Superfund spending.

I also wish we could have provided
additional funding for veterans’ medi-
cal care. Although increases above the
President’s request are recommended
for NASA, the National Science Foun-
dation, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, and the Department
of Housing and Urban Development,
veterans’ medical care receives only
the requested amount.

If the proceeds of the third party re-
imbursement proposal are realized in
the amounts estimated, and if the leg-
islation to enable individual medical
centers to keep such funds is enacted,
the crunch will be eased somewhat.
However, there is some concern that
the estimated level of third party reim-
bursements may be overly optimistic.
Concerning veterans’ medical care
funding, Mr. Chairman, I have received
a letter signed by all the Democrats on
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. I
quote in part from their letter, which
is dated June 25:

As you know, the President’s proposed
budget for fiscal year 1998 did not request a
level of appropriations expected to be needed
to meet the cost of veterans’ health care. We
disagreed with this approach when it was ini-
tially proposed and we continue to disagree
with the President’s proposal today. As our
veterans age and their health-related needs
increase, this is surely not the time to pro-
vide an appropriation for VA which is insuf-
ficient to meet the health care needs of vet-
erans.

I share their concerns. Even with the
additional funding from third party re-
imbursements, veterans’ medical care
is not sufficient to sustain the current
services level, much less provide for
any increase in patient work load.

In sum, Mr. Chairman, while I have
some concerns about the bill, on the
whole it is a bill which we should sup-
port. It is a good bill now, and I hope
that it can be made even better by the
time we go to conference and we send
it to the President. Again, I express my
appreciation to both the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], the chair-
man, and his staff for the excellent co-
operation that we have received in
crafting this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

b 1900

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr.
WHITFIELD].

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of this bill. I com-
mend the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTON], the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS], the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] for
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the fair and equitable manner in which
they have sorted out the competing
priorities of the agencies funded by
this proposal. I particularly want to
express my appreciation for the com-
mitment this appropriation makes to
the Department of Veterans Affairs.

The Department of Veterans Affairs
plays a vital role for the thousands of
veterans in America. I want to share
with my colleagues the story of Mr.
Joe Atterbury of Hansen, Kentucky. As
a 17-year-old in Vietnam, Joe, like
many soldiers of that era, experienced
many traumatic events, some so trau-
matic that I really cannot discuss
them.

After serving in Vietnam, Joe re-
turned home to western Kentucky, got
a job, married and began raising a fam-
ily. He worked hard as his family grew,
with the addition of each of his six
children. But by 1972, he began to have
serious doubts about his ability to
work and support his family. There was
something affecting Joe Atterbury. He
turned to the Department of Veterans
Affairs for help seeking disability com-
pensation. Seven years later, after sev-
eral appeals, Joe was denied his claim.
The VA found no cause for his inability
to hold a job. He continued to work, off
and on, trying to make ends meet for
his family and it was very difficult.
But in 1991 with the help of a caring
physician, Joe refiled his claim.

I am pleased to say today, with the
help of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, after 25 years of denials and frus-
trations, Joe Atterbury was awarded a
disability claim in excess of $100,000 for
the posttraumatic stress disorder he
had suffered since 1972.

The bill before us today represents a
modest increase for veterans benefits,
health administration, construction
projects and other programs. I urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of the bill
and to renew their commitment to en-
suring that all American veterans will
find the help and the hope they deserve
as did Joe Atterbury.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
41⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 2158, a bill making
appropriations in 1998 for VA, HUD and
the independent agencies. Although I
continue to be deeply troubled by the
severe budgetary limitations on domes-
tic discretionary spending, particularly
for the most vulnerable and working
families in future years, I applaud the
Committee on Appropriations for the
work that they have done this year.

H.R. 2158 is devoid of noxious legisla-
tive riders and most authorizing lan-
guage that should be developed by the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services. Indeed I am hopeful that even
the few housing provisions will not be
necessary here and that the Congress
will enact real and fair public housing
reform this year. On one of the prob-

lems of the last appropriations bill, the
very complicated issue of section 8
portfolio restructuring, I am hopeful
that the budget reconciliation con-
ference will provide the legislative
framework for reviewing section 8 con-
tracts. The Committee on Appropria-
tions took the most critical step in
this bill. H.R. 2158 provides sufficient
funding for all renewals coming due in
1998. I applaud them for their work and
foresight.

Now the authorizers must do their
work in reconciliation. We are well on
our way to balancing all the disparate
interests of the tenants, owners, com-
munities, and the Federal Government
in preserving as much affordable hous-
ing as possible, reducing the costs to
the Federal Government, reasonably
protecting the financial investments of
the owners and protecting the tenants
from unnecessary displacement. We
thank them for making our job a little
easier.

Mr. Chairman, that having been said,
there are two glaring deficiencies in
this bill. For the third year in a row,
there is absolutely no money for incre-
mental section 8 housing assistance,
even in the face of continued, mount-
ing evidence that greater numbers of
very low income families and the work-
ing poor are finding it ever more dif-
ficult to find affordable housing. Some
5.3 million Americans have worst-case
housing needs. That number grows by
leaps and by bounds. I find it uncon-
scionable that this refuses to fund any
new section 8 assistance in this pro-
viso.

The bill also fails to provide funding
for preservation. Since its inception,
751 properties with more than 90,000
units have received preservation fund-
ing. Another 477 properties with about
56,000 units costing $1.6 billion are
ready and waiting for preservation
funding. The 1997 appropriations will
take care of only about 58 of the ap-
proved preservation units, or plans, but
that leaves more than 400 properties
where owners or nonprofit and commu-
nity groups that wish to preserve af-
fordable housing will not be funded. Af-
fordable housing will be lost.

Mr. Chairman, we are building pre-
cious few new affordable housing units.
We simply cannot afford to lose this
scarce and precious affordable housing
resource.

On balance, however, this bill is
about as good as we can get under our
severe budget constraints. I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 2158.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN], an outstanding mem-
ber of our committee.

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I rise in support of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would first like to
thank the gentleman from California

[Mr. LEWIS], the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES]) and the subcommittee
staff for their guidance throughout the
year.

This bill contains funding for many
vital programs for our Nation’s veter-
ans, for protection and preservation of
our environment, for meeting the hous-
ing needs for our elderly and disabled,
and for scientific research and discov-
ery.

Nearly half of this bill’s funding of
$40.4 billion supports the Department
of Veterans Affairs efforts to provide
health care, housing and benefits. As a
member of this subcommittee, I am
pleased that this bill provides full
funding for the VA health care system.

In addition to veterans funding, H.R.
2158 provides funding for the section 811
program, housing for people with dis-
abilities at $194 million, $20 million
more than the President requested, and
for the section 202 program, housing for
older Americans, the number is $645
million, $300 million more than the
President’s request. Both of these pro-
grams are working extremely well at
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, and I am pleased that
the committee provided increased
funding for both of them.

This bill also continues a set-aside
program that the committee started
last year to meet housing needs for
people with disabilities. The commit-
tee has again included, and I commend
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] in particular, $50 million for
tenant based rental assistance to en-
sure decent, safe and affordable hous-
ing in communities for low income peo-
ple with disabilities.

Finally, this bill includes more fund-
ing for Superfund cleanups. Specifi-
cally, $1.5 billion is included for the
program, $106 million more than last
year’s funding.

Mr. Chairman, there is a desperate
need for Superfund reform and change.
First, the program needs to be reau-
thorized. Secondly, it needs to promote
actual cleanups based on sound science,
not the rhetoric of political science.
Polluters need to pay and steps need to
be taken to ensure that public or pri-
vate funds are used for environmental
cleanup, not to sustain endless litiga-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be a
member of this committee and I sup-
port the bill.

This bill contains funding for many vital pro-
grams for our Nation’s veterans, for protection
and preservation of our environment, for meet-
ing the housing needs for our elderly and dis-
abled and for scientific research and discov-
ery.

In total this bill provides over $91 billion for
the Departments of Veteran Affairs, Housing
and Urban Development and 17 independent
agencies and offices. Nearly half of the bill’s
funding $40.4 billion, supports the Department
of Veterans Affairs’ efforts to provide health
care, housing and benefits.

As a member of this subcommittee I am
pleased that this bill provides full funding for
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the VA Health Care System. However, I re-
main concerned over the way the VA has cho-
sen to implement the Veterans Integrated Net-
work System [VISN]. My concern lies with the
fact that veterans’ health care funding has in-
creased each year for the last 2 years by
some $400 million yet some area networks
are not seeing any increases and in fact are
receiving cuts in funding and services.

In testimony before our subcommittee this
year VA Secretary Jesse Brown told the sub-
committee that no services will be reduced
under the VISN proposal. In spite of this prom-
ise, the VA continues to reduce the number of
veteran services to VA hospitals in New Jer-
sey and veterans are beginning to believe that
the Secretary’s promise is meaningless.

During subcommittee markup I offered re-
port language, accepted by the subcommittee,
which would delay by 4 months the cuts to
specific veterans’ networks until the General
Accounting Office has reviewed the new sys-
tem. This review would determine if funding is
being equitably distributed and if services to
our veterans are adequate. I believe that this
provision is a fair way of assessing the new
VA plans to distribute these important health
care funds.

In addition to veterans funding, H.R. 2158
provides funding for the section 811 program,
housing for people with disabilities, at $194
million, $20 million more than the President re-
quested and the section 202 program, housing
for older Americans, at $645 million, $300 mil-
lion more than the President’s request. Both of
these programs are working extremely well at
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment and I am pleased that the committee
provided increased funding for them.

This bill also continues a set-aside program
that the committee started last year to meet
housing needs for people with disabilities. The
committee has again included $50 million for
tenant-based rental assistance to ensure de-
cent, safe, and affordable housing in commu-
nities for low income people with disabilities.

Finally, this bill includes more funding for
Superfund clean-ups. Specifically, $1.5 billion
is included for the program, $106 million more
than last year’s funding.

There is a desperate need for Superfund re-
form and change. First, the program needs to
be re-authorized and second it needs to pro-
mote actual clean-ups based on sound
science, not the rhetoric of political science.
Polluters need to pay and steps need to be
taken to assure that public or private funds are
used for environmental clean-up, not to sus-
tain endless litigation.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be a member
of this committee and I support this bill.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK], a very distin-
guished member of this subcommittee,
very hardworking and very knowledge-
able.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the leadership of the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Independ-
ent Agencies, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEWIS], the chairman, and
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES],
the ranking member. I am pleased to
have served on this subcommittee.

I think that the work that was done
by this subcommittee was surely a bi-
partisan kind of effort, where both

Democrats and Republicans worked
well for the benefit of the people of this
country. I want to congratulate them
and their staffs for the work on this
fine bill.

This particular bill will not do every-
thing for everybody, Mr. Chairman, but
what it does, it does a lot for people in
need to improve the housing in this
country. It is a responsible compromise
that merits the support of every Mem-
ber of this House. I think there is
something in this bill, Mr. Chairman,
that every Member of the House can go
back home and say, ‘‘This is what this
subcommittee did and we are very
proud of it.’’

This has been a very tight budget
year. Each of us is aware of that. The
602(b) appropriation is not as high as
many of us thought it would be. Of
course in the Senate it is probably
much lower. So I think this committee
did an outstanding job. They prepared
for the renewal of expiring section 8
contracts, increased funding for EPA
research which is so direly needed, the
Superfund cleanups, housing for people
with AIDS, community development fi-
nancial institutions and a 40-percent
increase for the Neighborhood Rein-
vestment Corporation. They really
went out and reached out to those
groups that really needed help and
those programs that have been working
well.

This bill also continues the Nation’s
commitment to space exploration and
research, including development of the
space station as well as the
AmeriCorps national service program.

I particularly thank the chairman for
working with the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] and my-
self in increasing funding for the sec-
tion 202 housing program for the elder-
ly and for working with us on increas-
ing funding for the self-help home own-
ership opportunity program. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS],
the chairman and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. STOKES], the ranking mem-
ber, were very receptive to ideas that
would be workable for the people of
this country as far as veterans housing
and independent agencies. Many groups
like Habitat for Humanity that our
chairman so graciously decided that we
would go out and help them, this was a
show to this country and to those of us
on that subcommittee that we not only
deal with projects and with numbers
but we deal with human lives in trying
to rebuild housing for people in need.

Another thing in my district, like
Centro Campesino dealing with the
Mexicans in that area who are in so
much dire need of housing. The chair-
man provided for those kinds of people
to make possible the home ownership,
Mr. Chairman, for people who perhaps
would never get that opportunity.
While this bill is not perfect, I want to
again congratulate the chairman and
the ranking member. It is a responsible
bill and it is supportable. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Michigan [Mr.
KNOLLENBERG], a member of the sub-
committee.

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

b 1915

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I rise today in strong support of the
bill. I want to thank the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS], who has done
an outstanding job along with, of
course, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
STOKES], the ranking member. I think
the two of them forged a relationship
that brings about some bipartisanship
that frankly we need in this body, and
I applaud both of them for that.

As we began this appropriations proc-
ess this year, the biggest unanswered
question was whether we could fashion
a good bill acceptable to a bipartisan
majority. I would say that this sub-
committee has done just that in a de-
finitive fashion. This appropriations
bill is unique in that it covers an array
of diverse agencies ranging from
AmeriCorps, to the environment, to
space exploration. It is not easy to
bring such a wide range of interests to-
gether into a single bill. In fact, it is
one of the most difficult legislative
juggling acts that my colleagues will
ever encounter in this body, and again
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], de-
serve a lot of credit.

I believe that H.R. 2158 strikes a
unique balance that addresses the
needs of our veterans’ housing pro-
grams, the environment and special
needs of space exploration. Veterans
funding is increased by more than 330
million, sending, I believe, a clear mes-
sage of continued support for those
who risk their lives for our country.
We preserved funding for NASA’s core
mission, and in light of the recent suc-
cess of Sojourner’s mission to Mars, I
think we should applaud what has been
done and exciting to see some of the re-
sults of that spending. While we in-
creased EPA funding to protect our en-
vironment, I have some grave concerns
over EPA’s use of these funds to imple-
ment the proposed new clean air stand-
ards. Much of the debate surrounding
this issue has become emotional, polar-
izing, rather than constructive and in-
novative. Without question, I believe
the administration is attempting to
impose costly new regulations on our
communities, workers, businesses and
families without anything more than a
shred of concrete evidence that the new
standards will help.

A part of me would really like to see
this bill separated in the fashion so we
could look at it, analyze it and apply
some cost-benefit analysis and some
risk analysis to this whole process. I do
not believe that is the case.

But in conclusion, the bill before us
is a good bill. I am very sure, very sure
that every Member in this body could
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find something wrong with it, and
probably has, but on the basis of what
has been presented I believe it is a good
bill and, frankly, if they can find some-
thing wrong with it, that is the nature
of the process down here on the floor.
We can all find something wrong with
whatever comes through in the way of
a product.

But I again want to take a moment
to applaud the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS], the staff who have
done an outstanding job, again the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. STOKES], and I particularly
wanted to thank Mr. STOKES for his
working with me on an issue that in
times passed has been a bit of a hang-
up, but it has come about, I think,
where we have reached a conclusion
that we have agreed that we can agree
on this issue.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to express my appreciation to
the gentleman for his kind remarks
and in the same turn that the matter
which the gentleman and I were able to
work out satisfactorily to both of us I
think is one that also demonstrated
the bipartisan manner in which the
gentleman and I have approached mat-
ters relating to this committee, and it
has been a pleasure to serve and work
with him.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
STOKES]. I appreciate his comments.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. EVANS].

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I prepared an amend-
ment to this appropriations bill that
would have prohibited the VA from
using fiscal year 1998 dollars to con-
tract with businesses that have serious
and repeated violations of Federal
labor and safety laws. I will not, how-
ever, offer my amendment at this time.
The Committee on Rules did not agree
to waive possible points of order
against it. But I want to remind Mem-
bers that our Nation’s Federal con-
tracting laws are in need of much re-
form.

The amendment I had hoped to offer
this evening is similar to H.R. 1624, the
Federal Procurement and Assistance
Integrity Act that I introduced during
this Congress. The amendment was
narrowly tailored, however, so it would
only apply to VA appropriations during
the next fiscal year. It would have pro-
hibited the VA from contracting with
businesses with a history of serious and
repeated labor and safety law viola-
tions. The amendment would have
helped ensure that the VA only does
business with entities that comply
with the laws that protect America’s
working men and women from unfair

working practices and unsafe work-
place conditions.

Beverly Enterprises is one of the
largest nursing home operations in the
United States. It has an extremely
poor safety record and a longstanding
record of vindictive and illegal labor
practices. The GAO has labeled Beverly
as one of the most serious labor viola-
tors among our Nation’s Federal con-
tractors. The U.S. District Court in
Pennsylvania recently stated that Bev-
erly’s labor law practices have been
‘‘selectively geared to destroy or at
least impede communication among
union members.’’ On the health and
safety front Beverly has repeatedly re-
fused to allow investigators from
OSHA to visit their facilities, even
when the inspectors produce a warrant.

These facts speak for themselves. It
is time to stop pouring taxpayer dol-
lars down the corporate coffers of the
Federal contractors who play fast and
loose with the employees’ rights and
jeopardize the lives of American work-
ers for the sake of the bottom line.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to consider this kind of contracting re-
form as we take up future appropria-
tions bills in this Congress.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. QUINN] for
purposes of a colloquy.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the subcommittee for
his courtesies today.

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Benefits, I am very
concerned about the gradual decline in
the overall appearance at our Arling-
ton National Cemetery. The cemetery
staff does a marvelous job, Mr. Chair-
man, of trying to keep the Nation’s
premier veterans’ cemetery up to the
standards of a National shrine that it
is, but relatively flat budgets and a
growing workload make that more and
more difficult every year.

For instance, in 1992, Arlington em-
ployed a staff of 140 and interred 4,352.
Five years later in 1997, the cemetery
interred 5,400 with a staff of only 117.
We know construction funds are also
lagging, and these are the funds that
are needed to replace an aging infra-
structure such as old buildings and
roads and to open new areas for burial.
In 1992, Arlington received $4.8 million;
this year’s budget requests only $2.4
million, and clearly, Mr. Chairman, if
this continues, our standards will not
be met.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUINN. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Veterans Benefits is right on
target. The gentleman from New York
[Mr. QUINN] and I have discussed this
matter on other occasions. Arlington
National Cemetery holds a very special
place in the hearts of the Nation, and I
think it is important that Arlington be
maintained at the highest standards. I

am very aware that the cemetery’s
maintenance backlog has been grow-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman
have a proposal?

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I believe
that they can probably absorb several
millions of dollars worth of improve-
ments, but the budget pressures that
we are under, and others have worked
so hard, I was going to offer an amend-
ment to add $250,000 to the cemetery’s
budget. I appreciate the gentleman’s
leadership and respect the hard work of
the subcommittee.

So I would merely request that dur-
ing the conference with the other body
the gentleman from California seek to
add that $250,000 to the operations and
maintenance accounts so that we can
maintain Arlington in the manner re-
flecting the deeds of those who are bur-
ied there.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for his co-
operation and consideration of the sub-
committee’s work and the difficulty we
face. This is a modest sum, and I am
sure that it will be well used at Arling-
ton. I would be pleased to seek addi-
tional funds during conference.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BROWN], the ranking member
of the Committee on Science.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to say a few words
about the VA-HUD-Independent Agen-
cies’ appropriation bill developed under
the able leadership of the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], the
ranking member. While there are, of
course, specific items to which I may
object, I believe that the bill is, on bal-
ance, a good one. Thus, in the brief
time that I have I would like to com-
ment on a few of the NASA provisions
that have generated some controversy.

The bill, as reported, provides the
NASA Administrator with the author-
ity to transfer up to $150 million from
the science, aeronautics, and tech-
nology and mission support accounts
to the space station account. I shared
the concern of the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] with
that provision, and I am disappointed
that the rule protects the provisions
against a point of order. However, I do
want to be clear about the reasons for
my opposition.

I do not oppose providing NASA with
additional funds to complete the devel-
opment of the space station. I recog-
nize that both NASA and the space sta-
tion prime contractor have suffered
cost growth and schedule problems
over the past year. That does not make
me happy, but it would be foolish to ig-
nore reality and to pretend that all is
well with the program and that addi-
tional funds will not be needed.
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The situation has been exacerbated

by the $2.1 billion annual funding cap
that was imposed on the space station
program in 1993. The cap may have
been politically advantageous, even
necessary, but it has further con-
strained NASA’s ability to respond to
Station development problems.

It is not very surprising to me that
an R&D undertaking as large and as
complex as the space station has run
into difficulties, especially since we are
at the point in the development pro-
gram where we would anticipate such
problems typically would arise. More-
over, I fully expect that the space sta-
tion program will need additional funds
prior to its completion, and I am pre-
pared to support additional funding as
appropriate.

However, I strongly believe that additional
funding requests should not be quietly slipped
into appropriations bills without prior review by
the authorizing committee. Neither do I believe
that it is prudent to indiscriminately raid
NASA’s other important activities to pay for
space station cost growth. We will need to be
flexible in our approach in order to ensure that
no programs are damaged. Conversely, I
would also oppose a limitation on the adminis-
tration’s ability to add funds to the space sta-
tion engineering account, subject to congres-
sional approval.

In a related vein, I intend to oppose the
amendment that I understand will be offered
by Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. ROEMER to
eliminate the $100 million Russian program
assurance account. While the amendment
may reflect an understandable frustration with
Russian delays in meeting their space station
commitments, this amendment would have the
net effect of damaging American interests—
not promoting them.

That is because the $100 million is intended
to reduce United States dependence on the
Russians by funding the development of Unit-
ed States-owned contingency hardware that
would help take Russia off the space station’s
critical path. Moreover, it is money that will be
almost entirely spent within the United
States—it is not a gift to the Russians, nor is
it a blank check. Eliminating those funds
would, in all likelihood, force NASA to curtail
its work on contingency options and alter-
natives. Fundamentally, we can’t have it both
ways: We can’t direct NASA to reduce the
space station program’s dependence on the
Russians, and at the same time eliminate the
funds NASA requires to carry out that direc-
tive.

The authors of the amendment have tried to
add additional provisions that they hope will
make it more appealing. However, Members
should not be confused. If adopted, I believe
that this amendment would lead to increased
space station costs, further delays, and contin-
ued vulnerability to potential Russian delays. I
intend to support Chairman LEWIS and oppose
the amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER],
my colleague and friend.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank, first of all, the chair-

man and the ranking member and all
the members of the subcommittee for
the excellent work they did under dif-
ficult budgetary restraints, and I want
to particularly comment favorably
upon their treatment of some of the
housing programs. Section 8, section
184, section 202, and section 811 pro-
grams were funded as adequately as we
can under the circumstances, and they
are very important, and I appreciate
the subcommittee’s good work.

Mostly, however, I would like to ad-
dress the Safe Drinking Water Act.
Legislation was enacted last year to
amend that act and inject more com-
mon sense in the process of testing and
treating our Nation’s water. This Mem-
ber is concerned, however, that the En-
vironmental Protection Agency’s
groundwater disinfection program may
be ignoring congressional intent. Spe-
cifically, the EPA may attempt to im-
plement a rule which would result in
enormous disinfection costs for small
communities, but with no actual bene-
fit to the citizens of those commu-
nities. In recognition of the general
good quality of our Nation’s ground-
water, the excellent existing State
water quality protection programs and
the expense and other complications of
unneeded treatment, the Safe Drinking
Water Act of l996 provided the EPA
with only the authority to promulgate
regulations requiring disinfection as a
treatment technique as necessary, and
I stress the words as necessary, for all
public water systems using ground-
water. Therefore, it appears that the
EPA staff, all too predictably and as
this Member predicted, would be the
problem in his floor comments on June
25, 1996. It appears they may be focus-
ing on a proposed regulation which
goes far beyond the regulation of those
systems with groundwater quality
problems. Agency drafts have proposed
regulatory measures that exceed dis-
infection and which are currently and
properly covered under State authority
or State programs.

Therefore, this Member would re-
quest that the chairman of the appro-
priations Subcommittee on VA–HUD
enter into a colloquy on this matter.

Mr. Chairman, is it the committee’s
intention that a small community
using groundwater should not be sub-
ject to EPA-directed improvements un-
less the community’s groundwater
poses a genuine health risk?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Unless the
community’s groundwater poses a gen-
uine health risk, yes, there is such a
requirement.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, is it
also the committee’s intention that in
order not to override creative and lo-
cally supported State efforts, which are
effective in assuring public health, the
EPA should develop a rule that clearly
demonstrates that the groundwater
poses a genuine health risk before re-
quiring systems to disinfect?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes, it is,
and I must say to my colleague that I
very much appreciate his raising this
question, for across the country there
are other districts that have similar
concerns, and the answer is yes.

Mr. BEREUTER. This Member
thanks the distinguished gentleman for
this clarification. Since Nebraska has
more communities, all except five pub-
lic water systems, that depend upon
groundwater, more than any other
State, this is a matter of great impor-
tance to our State, and I understand it
affects other districts around the coun-
try as well.

Mr. Chairman, once again, the Appropria-
tions Committee has completed the tough task
of allocating limited resources to many deserv-
ing programs. As a member of the House
Banking Committee, the committee with juris-
diction over Federal public housing programs,
this Member is keenly aware of the growing
strain section 8 contract renewals are placing
on the HUD budget. This Member commends
the appropriators for dealing with this difficult
task in the absence of a legislative solution.

Although there are numerous deserving pro-
grams included in this funding bill, this Mem-
ber would like to mention three specific pro-
grams. First, the bill provides $3.0 million for
the section 184 Indian Housing Loan Guaran-
tee Program which is administered by HUD.
According to the committee report, this appro-
priation will result in over $36.9 million in loan
guarantees. The section 184 Indian Housing
Loan Guarantee Program has already proven
to be an excellent program that for the first
time is providing privately financed homes
through a guarantee program for Indian fami-
lies who are otherwise unable to secure con-
ventional financing due to the trust status of
Indian reservation land.

Second, appropriators should be applauded
for including $4.6 billion for the Community
Development Block Grant [CDBG]. This
amount, which is the same as the fiscal year
1997 enacted level will efficiently provide block
grants for many successful programs, includ-
ing Youthbuild.

Finally, this Member would like to thank ap-
propriators for retaining the fiscal year 1997
enacted level of $645 million for the section
202 elderly housing program and $194 million
for the section 811 disabled housing program.
These levels, which this Member supported
during House floor consideration last year, are
a minimum commitment Congress should
make to these special needs citizens.

Mr. Speaker, this Member rises in support
of H.R. 2158 and urges his colleagues to sup-
port this measure.

b 1930
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2

minutes and 10 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BOR-
SKI], the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Water Resources and En-
vironment of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BORSKI. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman for yielding me this
time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, while this bill has
many positive attributes, it fails to
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adequately fund the Superfund toxic
waste cleanup program. It violates the
budget agreement by refusing to fund
the President’s request. It short-
changes the millions of Americans and
their children whose lives and welfare
are threatened by toxic waste.

By failing to provide the $650 million
requested by the President for
Superfund cleanup in fiscal year 1998,
up to 120 Superfund site cleanups will
not begin. There will be an enormous
reduction in the relief that could be af-
forded to nearly 70 million Americans,
including 10 million children who live
within 4 miles of a Superfund site. The
money requested sits in a trust fund
collected for the very purpose of pro-
viding relief to these people who live
with hazardous waste, threatening the
water supplies and health.

Mr. Chairman, in the past the
Superfund program has been justly
criticized for the speed with which it
cleaned up sites. As ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Water Resources
and Environment, I am all too aware of
the history of the program. But I can
tell the Members with a certainty that
EPA, under the effective leadership of
Carol Browner, has implemented over
50 initiatives to reform and improve
the program.

The criticisms of the past do not ac-
curately reflect the Superfund program
of today. Eighty-two percent of sites
on the final list are undergoing cleanup
construction or already have construc-
tion completed.

Superfund has 439 completed clean-
ups and an additional 492 underway.
These numbers indicate that the cur-
rent program is clearly much more ef-
fective than in years past. The Presi-
dent proposed funding in his budget to
complete an additional 500 cleanups by
the year 2000. These are cleanups that
are ready to go.

Despite their insistence that they,
too, are committed to speeding up
cleanups, the Republican leadership re-
fused to provide needed cleanup fund-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Committee on Commerce, along
with the administration, have been
meeting on a bipartisan basis to reau-
thorize the Superfund program. How-
ever, that process should not be the ex-
cuse to fail to fund cleanups which are
ready to begin today. I do not know
what a revised Superfund might look
like, but I do know that the failure to
provide additional cleanup funding will
delay cleanups.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to urge support of this bill, and I must
say that I am pleased with the overall
funding for the EPA, plus language
that was put in in an appropriation of
$4 million for our decontamination ef-
fort of toxic dredge material in the
New York Harbor, which impacts New
Jersey. I wanted to thank the chair-

man, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
STOKES], as well as the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] for
that effort in particular.

But I do have to say, as my previous
colleague, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. BORSKI] did, that there is
not enough money to significantly ex-
pand the Superfund program as pro-
posed by the President. The President’s
initiative to clean up an additional
3,500 Superfund sites by the end of the
year 2000 was designed to protect the
public from the risks that these sites
posed to health and the environment. I
think this was an important initiative.
It was recognized by the Congress. It
was part of the accommodation in the
balanced budget agreement.

What we intend to do, myself, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MARKEY] and the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Ms. DEGETTE], is to offer an
amendment that restores the $650 mil-
lion in additional funding requested by
the President.

Many of Superfund’s detractors are
fond of saying that the sites do not get
cleaned up fast enough. I think this is
the opportunity to make a difference.
We should reauthorize and reform
Superfund, but we have to fund the
cleanups while we work on the bill.

I just wanted to say that in my home
State of New Jersey, there are some 70
percent of our 107 sites that are either
being cleaned up or are cleaned up. A
great number of the sites have not been
delisted in New Jersey only because
long-term monitoring is still ongoing
or long-term treatment of groundwater
is still ongoing, but we have worked
very hard with the EPA administrator
and the President to put in place a
Superfund program that is leaner and
cleaner than it ever was before.

Nationally, the reforms put into
place by the EPA have revived the
Superfund program after many years of
neglect. In the last 4 years the EPA has
cleaned up more sites than in all of the
12 years of the program’s previous
years.

Mr. Chairman, the President made a
promise to clean up these additional
sites by the year 2000. To do that, I
think we should include this money in
the bill.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my col-
league, the gentleman from Cleveland,
Ohio [Mr. KUCINICH].

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, at this hour the ailing
Russian astronaut Tsibliyev is aboard
the Mir space station awaiting help in
outer space to see if an American as-
tronaut, Michael Foale, can take
charge to make critical repairs to the
space station.

As often happens in the universe, the
drama in the sky above mirrors that on
the Earth below, because we are faced
with the possible elimination of $100
million in the fiscal year 1998 appro-
priations for NASA’s Russian Program

assurance activities. This $100 million
is needed to continue NASA’s contin-
gency against Russian delay in the de-
livery of the International Space Sta-
tion service module.

The majority of these funds will be
spent in the United States to develop
and modify hardware needed to ensure
that the International Space Station
will be built on time. The elimination
of these funds would put the program
at risk and delay the critical research
that is being planned for the space sta-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, NASA has made sig-
nificant progress towards the on-orbit
assembly of this unique international
research facility. The $100 million al-
lows NASA to fulfill a mandate that
has been emphasized by Congress, the
importance of contingency planning to
prepare the United States to deal with
delays in Russian hardware for the
space station.

The day is near when the Inter-
national Space Station, the product of
an international partnership between
the United States and 13 other coun-
tries, will begin to be assembled in
orbit around the Earth. When it is
completed soon after the turn of the
century, it will serve as a world class
laboratory for microgravity research.

Mr. Chairman, the International
Space Station represents the future of
aerospace technology, medical re-
search, international cooperation, and
space travel. The continued support of
this orbiting laboratory is critical. We
wish the Russian astronaut well and
Godspeed, and we wish our American
astronaut good luck as he faces this
critical moment. We are with him, and
I hope that we will support the con-
tinuation of the International Space
Station.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I do not
expect to take all the time. I just want
to once again say to my colleagues
that this is a good bill. I want to say
also that this is a difficult bill to craft.
It is a bill that takes a number of
months to put together. The staffs on
both sides, the majority and minority
staffs, have spent a lot of time working
on this bill. Then the chairman and I
spent long hours working to craft this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, we wish, both of us I
am sure, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS] and I, that we could
have had the resources to do many
more things with this bill, but with the
resources that were available to us I
think we have crafted a bill that the
House can take pride in.

Right now this bill has the support of
the President. I hope we will not put
any onerous amendments on this bill
to place it in jeopardy of any type of a
veto. I would like to see us be able to
pass this bill and go to conference, and
bring back to the House an even better
bill.
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In closing, Mr. Chairman, once again

I want to thank my esteemed col-
league, the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS], and say what a pleasure it
is to work with him in crafting this
very difficult bill. I offer him full sup-
port for this bill and hope that our col-
leagues will pass it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] is recog-
nized for 6 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, it has been suggested that the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and
I, working on this very complex bill,
have found ourselves in a circumstance
where perhaps this subcommittee is a
model for the work of the balance of
our subcommittees.

I think more important than that,
the bill involves, as has been suggested,
a great variety of very complex issues
that cover the gamut in terms of serv-
ices to the American public. Veterans’
medical programs are important, obvi-
ously. Housing programs are impor-
tant. We are all excited today about
NASA. EPA’s work is critical to the
country’s future.

Indeed, when those kinds of programs
are involved and there is competition
head-on, the point that shortly comes
to the fore is that major public policy
issues, when we can get down to the
nub of it, have very little to do with
partisan politics. It is searching for al-
ternative solutions and answers that
lead to the best result for the Amer-
ican public. In this bill, I think we
come very close to accomplishing
much of that.

Because of that, I give my thanks to
our staff, as the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES] has suggested, but very
much to my colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio, Mr. LEWIS STOKES, for his
cooperation as well.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
support this bill.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
voice unqualified support for one of the Na-
tion’s most vital housing programs—the Low
Income Housing Preservation and Resident
Homeownership Act [LIHPHRA] of 1990 and
its predecessor, the Emergency Low Income
Housing Act of 1987. This program has, with-
out qualification, preserved the homes of thou-
sands of low- and moderate-income families
and senior citizens. Yet, the HUD–VA appro-
priations bill that we have before us today in-
cludes zero funding for this popular and effec-
tive program.

In Chicago, there are presently 600 units of
housing that have been approved by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
for preservation. These apartments involve
sales to community-based nonprofit organiza-
tions that are awaiting funding. But they will
not be preserved as affordable housing if this
Congress fails to provide funding for the
LIHPHRA Program.

In the First Congressional District, there are
presently 418 units approved for preservation

and awaiting funding. Since its inception,
LIHPHRA funds have contributed to the pres-
ervation of 1,500 apartments in the First Con-
gressional District and 7,500 units in Illinois.
This includes the recent transfer of a 312-unit
senior citizen property on Chicago’s south
side—Cambridge Manor—to resident nonprofit
ownership. Just weeks ago I had the oppor-
tunity to share in the celebration of this
achievement with residents of the community.

LIHPHRA has proven a cost-effective ap-
proach to preserving affordable housing in our
financially strapped cities. The national aver-
age cost to acquire and rehabilitate housing
under LIHPHRA is $40,000 per apartment.
This compares to an average cost of $80,000
to $120,000 per unit for total replacement of
housing in the First Congressional District.

Regrettably, the actions of the HUD–VA Ap-
propriations Committee will result in hundreds
of prepayments of HUD-assisted mortgages.
The end result will be the conversion of quality
housing stock that has been financed with tax-
payer dollars to market-rate uses.

In place of continued and expanded
LIHPHRA funding, the committee is rec-
ommending the use of housing vouchers. But
experience shows that in Chicago, at least 20
percent of tenant-based assistance is returned
to the housing authority unused because of
economic and racial barriers faced by tenants
who try to use the certificates. Clearly, the
voucher alternative does not offer a workable
viable vehicle to preserve housing stock as a
source of low-income housing for current ten-
ants and future generations.

I regret that the VA–HUD appropriations bill
reported by the committee failed to include
funding for the preservation program. I urge
my colleagues in the Senate and the con-
ferees to ensure that funding for the LIHPHRA
Program is restored.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
extend my support for the legislation before
us. I especially commend Chairman LEWIS and
his colleagues on the VA–HUD Appropriations
Committee for their cooperation with the Com-
mittee on Veterans Affairs in reaching a con-
sensus and commitment to adequately fund
the Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal
year 1998.

Chairman LEWIS has provided a total appro-
priation of $40.0 billion in fiscal year 1998 for
programs and benefits provided to our veter-
ans by the VA. This total is $143 million more
than requested by the administration and in-
cludes $17.0 billion in direct appropriation for
medical care and treatment of eligible bene-
ficiaries. The legislation also takes an impor-
tant step to allow the VA to retain for its own
use the collections and user fees paid from
third parties as reimbursement for VA-provided
medical care.

While this Congress is dedicated to spend-
ing less of the taxpayers dollars on unneces-
sary programs and departments of Govern-
ment, we cannot and should not jeopardize
veterans healthcare, compensation, and other
program benefits. This country made a com-
mitment to every single veteran and we have
a responsibility to follow through. I believe that
this legislation is true to this commitment.

This Congress should, however, expect the
Department of Veterans Affairs to commit tax-
payer dollars toward programs and services in
a fiscally responsible manner. I am particularly
concerned with the manner in which the VA is
progressing toward VA hospital integrations
across the country.

Let me first say that I support consolidating
VA facilities. I believe this process is nec-
essary to improve the efficiency of healthcare
delivery for America’s veterans. However, the
VA should never implement an integration of
facilities before designing a detailed integra-
tion plan. Unfortunately, the VA proceeded
with the formation of the Central Alabama VA
Health Care System and implementation of
clinical and administrative changes without a
business plan. The GAO considers the VA
proposal inadequate, at best. Further, the
GAO suggests that the plan raises more ques-
tions that it provides answers.

For this reason, I have requested that the
VA halt the integration of two facilities in Ala-
bama until such time as the Department has
provided critical information on the consolida-
tion process, specifically, on the formation of
the Central Alabama Veterans Health Care
System through the integration of the Mont-
gomery, AL, VA Medical Center, and the
Tuskegee, AL, VA Medical Center.

The General Accounting Office [GAO] is re-
viewing the integration of these facilities and
has identified specific issues which should be
addressed before further implementation takes
place. The VA agreed to temporarily halt this
integration in June.

At my request, Chairman LEWIS has in-
cluded report language in the bill directing the
VA to not proceed with further integration of
these two facilities until a detailed plan of the
integration has been submitted to the Con-
gress and the General Accounting Office is-
sues a report reviewing the plan.

I believe, and the committee agrees, that
given the specific circumstances surrounding
the integration of these two facilities, integra-
tion should be halted until the VA and the
GAO can assure this Congress that the inte-
gration of the Montgomery and Tuskegee fa-
cilities will serve the best interests of the vet-
erans of Alabama and the taxpayers of this
country.

Mr. Chairman, I stand in strong support of
this legislation and thank Chairman LEWIS,
once again, for this attention to the concerns
of veterans in my district and throughout the
country.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I want to com-
mend the members of the Appropriations
Committee and its leaders, Mr. LIVINGSTON,
Mr. OBEY, Mr. LEWIS, and Mr. STOKES, for their
work on this bill. It is a good bill for veterans.

Earlier this year, when the administration
sent its budget to the Congress, there was a
great deal of concern about the proposed
funding scheme for veterans health care. For
the first time, the administration proposed that
part of the funding for veterans health care
would be dependent on what VA could collect
from insurance companies and others who are
obligated to pay for VA health care.

The funding level contained in this bill as-
sumes that Congress will send to the Presi-
dent authority for the Secretary to spend
amounts collected from insurance companies
for veterans’ health care. However, it is impor-
tant to note that the House has taken a num-
ber of steps to make this less risky than the
administration’s original proposal. In the
House-passed reconciliation bill, the VA Com-
mittee inserted several provisions to avoid a
situation in which veterans are denied health
care because of an unexpected shortfall in
collections. The House-passed provisions



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5265July 15, 1997
would: Provide additional appropriations if col-
lections from third parties fall short of projec-
tions by more than $25 million; authorize VA
to collect the same amount that insurance
companies pay other health care providers; re-
quire VA to develop a plan to maximize collec-
tions through appropriate incentives; and es-
tablish a monitoring mechanism so that Con-
gress can accurately assess whether this new
authority is working.

The language reported by the VA Commit-
tee would have made these collections avail-
able without any further action by the Con-
gress, and I still believe that if we want to
maximize collections, that is the best policy.

There are a number of other noteworthy im-
provements to the administration’s budget pro-
posal for veterans contained in this measure.
It adds $32.6 million to the President’s request
for veterans medical research. I am con-
cerned, however, that the reported bill in-
cludes unwise and unnecessary restrictions on
how this money is to be spent. The bill in-
cludes increased funding for the State veter-
ans home construction grant program, an ac-
tion which the VA Committee recommended
earlier this year. The bill provides the funds re-
quested by the administration to upgrade the
National Cemetery in Arizona. It also adds
funds to modernize some of the VA’s health
care facilities, a necessary investment even
though the VA is going through a nationwide
restructuring of the way in which health care
is delivered. Finally, it adds modestly to the
funds needed to administer the benefits which
the Congress has authorized for veterans. All
of these increases were recommended earlier
this year and I congratulate the committee for
its wise choices.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in overall
support of this legislation which will provide
$91.7 billion in fiscal year 1998 for housing
programs, veterans programs, environmental
programs, and a myriad of other independent
agencies’ programs.

I think, Mr. Speaker, that this bill is accept-
able, in relative terms, for housing, an area of
appropriations that continues to bear the scars
and burden of the 1995 rescissions bill which
gutted important housing and homeless pro-
grams. We see in this bill a recognition of the
section 8 renewal needs at $9.2 billion, a rec-
ognition of the political realities. The measure
as reported does not antagonize Presidential
priorities with regard to AmeriCorps or com-
munity development financial institutions, and
there is a recognition in the bill of the need for
balance among the programs funded through
this important mixture of programs. These pro-
grams in effect display the full spectrum of
Federal Government activities.

Mr. Speaker, I do have reservations about
some of the spending priorities in this VA–
HUD-independent agencies appropriations bill.
For example, while these are exciting times on
Mars and as a person with a strong science
interest, I celebrate the discoveries, I only
wish we could see such exuberance, ingenu-
ity, and funding commitment in tackling our
Nation’s housing challenge. If only we could
see such commitment to funding and support-
ing efforts to clean up our Nation’s air, and
those in our Nation’s Capital these past few
days in July has only shown too ‘‘clearly’’ that
our air is in need of help, and other environ-
mental cleanup needs of spaceship Earth.
Certainly I recognize that this is an acceptable
bill than recently has been presented on the

floor because the 602(b) appropriation alloca-
tion permitted the subcommittee, led by
Messrs. LEWIS and STOKES, a more equitable
allocation.

There are several issues I am pleased to
note specifically: for one, the level funding of
the AmeriCorps Program at $400 million.
There has been a lot of talk about the Min-
nesota/North Dakota/South Dakota floods;
about funding; and about the necessity of ex-
pedited funding. AmeriCorps put its people
and money where its promises were and sent
close to 100 AmeriCorps members to help
flood victims. They came from all over the
country, from Colorado, from Virginia, to help
slog through the mud of the Red River that
clogged people’s basements, to pitch sand-
bags, to deliver food, and to work in other im-
portant jobs that were essential during this still
trying time. These volunteers did all this and
more for an opportunity to help people and to
restore hope for people who really needed it.

AmeriCorps helped more than 9 million indi-
viduals throughout 1995–96. Although we
could do more for this vital win-win program
that wins for the volunteers and those who are
served, level funding is a step ahead of where
we were in the previous bills. I urge the House
to defeat amendments to strike or reduce
AmeriCorps funding.

I am surprised and dismayed that the bill
does not fund the additional 50,000 section 8
certificates and vouchers requested by the ad-
ministration. The third year without new hous-
ing being made available. The need for hous-
ing persists. It has not gone away. The
changes that welfare reform will bring are
going to impact our housing programs in many
ways including a likely increase in demand for
section 8 housing. Affordable housing supplies
are not keeping pace with the growth in hous-
ing needs. It has been estimated that the gap
between the number of affordable housing
units and the number of people needing them
is 4.7 million units. The U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development estimates
that over 11 million Americans have worst
case housing needs. Families with children
represent 43 percent of the households with
those needs—paying more than half of their
income for rent and utilities, or living in sub-
standard housing. These are housing canyons
forming in our Nation, not mere housing gaps
and the numbers clearly show that many,
many millions of Americans are but an acci-
dent, a job loss, or a health care crisis away
from unfortunately becoming homeless.

In its annual survey, the U.S. Conference of
Mayors found that 20 percent of all requests
for emergency shelter went unmet this year
because of a lack of resources. Emergency
shelter requests increased in the 29-city sur-
vey by an average of 5 percent, with the re-
quests for assistance from homeless families
increasing by 7 percent. On average, people
remain homeless for a disappointing 6 months
in the survey cities. The No. 1 reason, among
many reasons to be sure, is the lack, of af-
fordable housing. And now, with the impact of
welfare reform starting to be felt, it is even
more evident that we must marshal the nec-
essary resources to keep American citizens off
the streets.

I intend to offer an amendment to restore
the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cys’ Emergency Food and Shelter Program to
$130 million, up from $100 million in the bill,
and to support the Kennedy amendments to

increase funding from the HUD McKinney Act
homeless programs for $823 million to $1.1
billion and to add 45,000 units of incremental
section 8 assistance. I urge my colleagues to
consider that same course of action. This
would indeed bring homeless funding to its
1995 level and provide some new additional
support.

The public housing program will be affected
by welfare reform, especially in their operating
subsidies. Although public housing programs
are level funded, I fear that a proper account-
ing has not been made on the real potential
impacts of welfare reform cuts on public hous-
ing in the future. Public housing authorities are
strapped already. I am pleased, however, that
the committee fully funded the important Drug
Elimination Grants Program, a program I’ve
been fighting to save in the authorizing legisla-
tion process, the spending commitment is nec-
essary and deserves the support of the house.

Other housing and community development
programs are in need of mentioning. Last
Congress, we reorganized the native Amer-
ican housing programs into a block grant. Al-
though the bill provides $165 million more
than requested by the administration for this
new block grant, I am concerned that be
shielded from cuts as it goes through the con-
gressional process. Housing needs in Indian
country are great, and block grants that drib-
ble out are not as effective as those that come
out with meaningful allocation amounts to the
designated housing entities.

I thank the committee for allocating addi-
tional resources to the Community Develop-
ment Financial Institutions [CDFI] fund. This
important fund seeks to increase the availabil-
ity of credit and investment capital in dis-
tressed communities as a means of increasing
economic opportunity and revitalizing dis-
tressed communities. In many places, like
rural Minnesota and right here in Washington
DC, allocations have been approved that may
well work through innovative micro credit lend-
ing that is being advanced through the CDFI.
Funding this program at $125 million will give
the CDFI program additional boost to help
more communities, businesses, and individ-
uals the opportunity to help themselves. CDFI
works. Now its appropriate to realistically fund
the CDFI’s.

In this same vein, H.R. 2158 has allocated
$70 million for the highly successful and prov-
en work of the Neighborhood Reinvestment
Corporation. As a long-time supporter of this
program and an author of the law expanding
their mission several Congresses ago, I am
pleased at the dollar commitment for the
Neighborhood Reinvestment and Neighbor-
hood Housing programs serving hundreds of
cities across our country.

With regard to the funding level for the EPA,
the bill on the whole is positive but has some
serious flaws. I am very concerned about the
failure to fund to restore the environment in
communities burdened with toxic waste sites.
By providing only $1.5 billion for the
Superfund hazardous waste cleanup program,
the bill translates into 29 percent less than re-
quested by the administration. I would also
like to have seen funds allocated from Brown
fields cleanup, not just $85 million for assess-
ment. Our cities need assistance in cleaning
up sites so that they can turn these areas into
positive areas, environmentally and economi-
cally. I regret that the politics of reauthoriza-
tion has resulted in shortchanging these key
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programs, Superfund and Brownfields which
are integral to the economic vitality of our
communities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 2158 and to support the several im-
portant amendments that will be offered to in-
crease funding for housing and homeless as-
sistance programs.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support of the H.R. 2158, the fiscal
year 1998 VA, HUD and independent agen-
cies appropriations bill. As a member of the
VA–HUD Subcommittee I have enjoyed work-
ing with Chairman LEWIS, my fellow sub-
committee members, and the fine subcommit-
tee staff and I commend their work on this
often difficult bill.

This year, as always, the subcommittee was
faced with many challenges as it worked to
approve funding for the wide array of pro-
grams under its jurisdiction. Nonetheless, I am
pleased that we were able to appropriate $70
billion to meet the important needs of our vet-
erans, protect the environment, address the
Nation’s housing and emergency assistance
needs, and retain our commitment to space
and science programs. The 1998 funding level
in this bill is $600 million more than the Presi-
dent’s request and approximately $6 billion
higher than last year, guaranteeing that our
most vulnerable citizens receive the assist-
ance they need to lead productive lives.

As someone who has served on active duty,
I firmly believe that we can never thank our
veterans enough for putting their lives on the
line in defense of our Nation. I am proud that
the VA–HUD bill continues the House’s strong
support for veterans by protecting the veterans
medical care account from reductions by fund-
ing it at $17 billion, with an extra $468 million
to follow when the Balanced Budget Act is
passed.

The bill also provides funding to ensure that
those Americans who need housing assist-
ance can receive it. H.R. 2158 funds the sec-
tion 202 housing program for the elderly at
$645 million and the 811 housing program for
persons with disabilities at $195 million, both
of which have been a concern of residents of
Ohio’s seventh district. Spending in both of
these programs represents an increase over
the President’s request. Also, section 8 con-
tract renewals are fully funded at $9.1 billion
ensuring that all expiring contracts will be re-
newed for 1 year. The extremely popular
Community Development Block Grant Pro-
gram and HOME home investment partner-
ships are funded at $4.6 billion and $1.5 billion
respectively, which protects CDBG funding
and expands the HOME effort by $100 million.

The Environmental Protection Agency also
received an increase of $433 million which will
allow for the protection of our Nation’s re-
sources, for increased environmental research
and for the clean-up of hazardous sites. More
specifically, H.R. 2158 appropriates $656 mil-
lion for EPA research including $40 million to
study aspects of the controversial proposed
EPA air regulations. The Superfund receives
$1.5 billion, an increase of $100 million, and
$85 million is allocated to help clean-up
brownfield sites and restore them to useable
condition, which is $48 million over the 1997
level. Finally, the clean water state revolving
loan fund is funded at $1.25 billion and the
safe drinking water revolving fund at $750 mil-
lion, a total increase of $200 million. These
funding levels will help preserve our valuable

resources for future generations and help en-
sure that small communities receive the tech-
nical assistance to continue providing pure,
clean water for rural families.

H.R. 2185 fully funds the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency’s disaster relief
account. This agency is of vital importance to
coordinating the Federal Government’s emer-
gency preparation, response and recovery ef-
forts. FEMA works closely with State and local
governments in managing emergency pro-
grams and offering technical assistance and I
am pleased to see these efforts being main-
tained.

Finally, the VA–HUD bill increases funding
for NASA by $148 million over the President’s
request. Over the past few weeks we have
marveled at the Mars Pathfinder mission and
other projects such as the microgravity experi-
ments developed by Ohio’s NASA Lewis Re-
search that are being conducted on the Space
Shuttle Columbia. In Ohio and other locations
across the country NASA taps the excitement
of space exploration to help underserved chil-
dren learn about science and math, and I’m
glad to see these efforts adequately funded in
this bill. It is important that our Nation continue
our investment in science and space explo-
ration, and that we use these efforts to im-
prove life on Earth—H.R. 2185 provides the
funding necessary to do all of these.

Tough decisions are made in this bill, such
as the action to close the Office of Consumer
Affairs—whose functions can be transferred to
existing agencies—and freeze funding for the
expensive Americorps program. These were
carefully considered actions, and make it pos-
sible for the 1998 VA–HUD bill to provide for
our veterans, meet the country’s housing and
environmental needs, invest in emergency
planning, and support science and space ex-
ploration. I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move that the
Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] having assumed the
chair, Mr. COMBEST, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill, (H.R. 2158), making ap-
propriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, commissions,
corporations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.
f

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 181 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2107.

b 1942
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole

House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill, H.R.
2107, making appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
with Mr. LATOURETTE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose earlier today, the
final lines of the bill had been read.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 181, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
CHABOT]; amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 105–174 offered by the
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO]; the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]; amend-
ment No. 2 offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]; and
amendment No. 2 printed in House Re-
port 105–174 offered by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CHABOT:
Beginning on page 76, strike line 14 and all

that follows through line 10 on page 77.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 96, noes 328,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 270]

AYES—96

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Boehner
Bono
Brady
Bryant
Burton
Buyer
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin

Cunningham
Deal
DeLay
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehrlich
Emerson
Gekas
Goodlatte
Goodling
Graham
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Herger
Hilleary
Hostettler
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jones

Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Largent
Latham
Linder
Manzullo
McIntosh
McKeon
Myrick
Neumann
Norwood
Nussle
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Petri
Pombo
Radanovich
Riley
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Scarborough
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Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shuster
Smith, Linda

Solomon
Souder
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Talent

Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Weldon (FL)

NOES—328

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bunning
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta

Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Goss
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hefner
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez

Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer, Dan
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark

Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Thomas
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky

Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—10

Brown (FL)
Conyers
Eshoo
Gephardt

Johnson, Sam
LaFalce
Reyes
Schiff

Woolsey
Young (AK)

b 2003

Messrs. SKELTON, COOKSEY,
BONILLA and ENSIGN changed their
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. HALL of Texas, PAXON,
WELDON of Florida, and ARCHER
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAPO

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO], on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 314, noes 109,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 271]

AYES—314

Aderholt
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Boswell

Brady
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey

Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign

Etheridge
Everett
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette

Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley

Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vento
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Wynn

NOES—109

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Bateman
Becerra
Berman
Blumenauer
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Carson
Clay
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Dellums
Dicks

Dingell
Dixon
Edwards
Engel
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson

Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Lantos
Lewis (GA)
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey
Manton
Markey
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McDermott
McGovern
McNulty
Meek
Millender-

McDonald
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens

Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Rahall
Rangel
Rodriguez
Rogers
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Serrano
Shuster
Skaggs
Slaughter

Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spence
Stark
Stokes
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wise
Yates
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—11

Brown (FL)
Buyer
Conyers
Cubin

Eshoo
Johnson, Sam
LaFalce
Reyes

Schiff
Woolsey
Young (AK)

b 2011

Messrs. MCINTYRE, STRICKLAND,
and NEAL of Massachusetts changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK],
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 208, noes 216,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 272]

AYES—208

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Boyd
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook

Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
Dickey
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte

Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham

Leach
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Pappas
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)

Petri
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rothman
Roukema
Ryun
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)

Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOES—216

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Camp
Campbell
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Cooksey
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Engel
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake

Foglietta
Foley
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goss
Green
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
Lampson
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui

McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickering
Pickett
Pomeroy
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Sherman
Skaggs

Skeen
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak

Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Velazquez

Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Wicker
Wise
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—10

Brown (FL)
Conyers
Eshoo
Johnson, Sam

LaFalce
Lewis (CA)
Reyes
Schiff

Woolsey
Young (AK)

b 2019

Mr. GIBBONS and Mr. BENTSEN
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. SHAYS, SAXTON,
GILCHREST, and CUNNINGHAM
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. COBURN

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 222, noes 203,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 273]

AYES—222

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins

Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham

Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
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Lucas
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering

Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)

Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOES—203

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
English
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)

Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
Lampson
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale

McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schumer
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher

Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez

Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler

Weygand
Wise
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—9

Brown (FL)
Conyers
Eshoo

Johnson, Sam
LaFalce
Reyes

Schiff
Woolsey
Young (AK)

b 2027

Messrs. HOBSON, MCINTYRE, and
LIVINGSTON changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF

FLORIDA

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 396, noes 25,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 274]

AYES—396

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer

Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart

Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode

Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther

Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard

Royce
Rush
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Young (FL)

NOES—25

Ackerman
Becerra
Brown (CA)
Dellums
Engel
Farr
Frank (MA)
Furse
Hastings (FL)

Kennedy (RI)
McDermott
Meehan
Miller (CA)
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Neal
Olver
Pallone

Payne
Pelosi
Sabo
Scott
Tierney
Waters
Yates
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NOT VOTING—13

Brown (FL)
Cooksey
Eshoo
Hall (TX)
Herger

Johnson (CT)
Miller (FL)
Myrick
Reyes
Scarborough

Schiff
Woolsey
Young (AK)

b 2033

Mr. MARKEY changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MILLER of Florida.
Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 274, I was un-

avoidably detained.
Had I been present, I would have voted

‘‘yes.’’
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.
Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 274, I was un-

avoidably detained.
Had I been present, I would have voted

‘‘yes.’’
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I was un-
avoidably detained and missed several votes
earlier today due to mechanical failures on my
scheduled flight.

Had I been present, I would have voted:
Yea on rollcall No. 267; Yea on rollcall No.

268; Yea on rollcall No. 269; Nay on rollcall
No. 270; Nay on rollcall No. 271; Nay on roll-
call No. 272; Nay on rollcall No. 273; and, Yea
on rollcall No. 274.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I was unavoid-
ably detained because of airline equipment
problems, and missed the following rollcall
votes earlier today. Had I been present, I
would have voted as follows:

On rollcall No. 267, yes; on rollcall No. 268,
yes; on rollcall No. 269, the Journal, yes; on
rollcall No. 270, no; on rollcall No. 271, yes;
on rollcall No. 272, no; on rollcall No. 273, no;
on rollcall No. 274, yes.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
commend Interior Chairman Regula for all of
his hard work regarding H.R. 2107, fiscal year
1998 Interior Appropriations Act. Specifically, I
wish to thank the chairman for his efforts re-
garding funding for the low-income weather-
ization program.

Low-income weatherization funding is a
proenvironment, money saving program to
help low-income families protect themselves
from extreme seasonal conditions. Funding for
energy saving programs like the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program [LIHEAP]
and weatherization are under attack. Weather-
ization funds save money and make LIHEAP
funds go further. They help update old ineffi-
cient heating and cooling systems, insulate
drafty homes, and yield annual energy savings
of about 18 percent. When these funds are
slashed, hard-working low-income families are
left to face the cold winters and the sweltering
summer heat without assistance.

Mr. Speaker, these funds are particularly im-
portant to the elderly who cannot tolerate ex-
treme temperature changes. I know that the
city of Buffalo received $1 million in weather-
ization funding last year, which allows the city
to help an average of 450 houses per year in-
crease energy efficiency in their homes. Sadly,
there is a 2-year waiting list consisting of be-
tween 1,200 and 1,500 homes that are in

need of weatherization assistance. We cannot
afford to cut funding that is in such need by
so many low-income American families.

Thanks to Chairman REGULA’S efforts, an
additional $3 million has been added to the
weatherization funding contained in the fiscal
year 1998 Interior Appropriations Act. There-
fore, I am withdrawing the Sanders-Quinn
amendment for compromise low-income
weatherization funding from consideration.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, if the National En-
dowment for the Arts is terminated and a
State block grant is enacted, local commu-
nities will suffer tremendous losses, education-
ally, culturally and economically. Under the
block grant, less than $50 million would be di-
rected to the States for school-based art edu-
cation programs. Currently, there are approxi-
mately 51 million students enrolled in primary
and secondary schools. Thus, under the block
grant each child would receive less than $1 for
arts education activities. Dispensing funds in
such piddling amounts is tantamount to throw-
ing that money away.

During its 31-year history, the NEA has fos-
tered the placement of thousands of artists-in-
residence in our public schools and has al-
lowed for the creation of literacy programs and
children’s festivals. In partnership with the De-
partment of Education, the NEA assists over
100 national arts and education organizations
to implement arts education in the curriculum.
The NEA has also assisted universities in pro-
viding training for teachers and faculty, includ-
ing national research on the effects of arts
education on cognitive learning. The block
grant would eliminate funding to universities,
as well as lifelong learning programs that
serve our Nation’s adults, senior citizens, and
disabled citizens.

In addition to improved quality of life and
education, the NEA has made a very positive
contribution to our Nation’s economy. Through
grants to orchestras, theaters, music ensem-
bles, and other cultural festivals, the arts in-
dustry has supported nearly a million jobs
across the Nation. In turn, these jobs have re-
sulted in billions of dollars in revenue to the
Federal Government. Local economies have
seen the benefits of the arts through increased
hotel stays and increased sales in local res-
taurants and shops.

Supporters of the block grant of Federal arts
funding argue that it allows more equitable
funding to all congressional districts. This is
simply untrue. Under the Ehlers funding for-
mula, funds to State arts agencies would be
cut below the fiscal year 1997 level, which
was already reduce 40 percent under the fis-
cal year 1996 budget cut. It is unlikely that
these limited State funds will actually reach
local programs, particularly in the Nation’s
poorest and most isolated counties. NEA pro-
grams, such as Chamber Music Rural Resi-
dences—that have brought chamber music
and jazz ensembles to rural areas, including
Tifton, GA, Jesup, IA, and Blytheville, AR—
would be eliminated. A block grant would likely
neglect those art and culture groups that have
been historically underserved, groups such as
the native American woodcarvers and the
black American dance troupes.

The NEA has brought art to people in small
towns and rural areas throughout the United
States. The NEA has helped to educate and
enlighten the young and the old. The NEA has
enriched urban and rural communities across
this country, financially as well as culturally.

The Ehlers amendment makes no effort to
promote effective development of, and access
to, the arts. The Ehlers amendment does not
endeavor to make effective use of scarce Fed-
eral resources. Rather, to please a fringe
group that regard art as synonymous with sin,
the Ehlers amendment would scatter those
funds to the winds in amounts too small to
make a difference. I urge rejection to the
Ehlers approach.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, for many years,
a plan has been in development to build the
Ellis Island Family History Center, a facility
equipped with a data base which visitors of
Ellis Island can access to learn about their im-
migrant ancestors.

The Center would provide passenger lists
and ship manifests for the millions of visitors
who travel to Ellis Island searching for a piece
of their past. Upon completion the Family His-
tory Center would contain almost 30 million
records. This project has been listed by the
Department of the Interior and the National
Park Service as one of their highest priorities,
and it has been allowed to languish for too
many years.

Various groups, including the Ellis Island
Restoration Commission, which has served as
a consultant to the Department of the Interior,
have compiled a data base of almost 8 million
records. Yet, no action has been taken to put
all of these records to any use. Some may
wonder why this project has been delayed.

The answer is this: Over the objections of
many distinguished members of this body as
well as some officials at the Department of the
Interior, a contract was signed between the
Department of the Interior and the Statue of
Liberty/Ellis Island Foundation for the con-
struction of the Center. The foundation’s em-
ployees have raised millions of dollars for this
project. In fact, recent financial reports show
the Statute of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation
has almost $30 million in the bank, but the
foundation has failed to present an actual plan
which would justify their salaries.

Why hasn’t the Department of the Interior
put pressure on the foundation to complete
the Center? This very issue was addressed at
a 1992 subcommittee hearing when represent-
atives of the National Park Service testified,
incredibly, that since its inception, the founda-
tion had raised somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of $360 to $370 million of or the Statue
of Liberty and Ellis Island. However the Na-
tional Park Service representatives also testi-
fied that ‘‘[the National Park Service] has had
to go hat-in-hand asking for dollars that are
due the Park Service and due the project, sim-
ply because the structure of the Foundation,
does not give us an opportunity to exercise
oversight on the receipt or the expenditure of
that money.’’

That was 1992. It is now 1997 and the time
has come for some action on this project. Our
distinguished colleague in the other body,
CARL LEVIN has been active on this issue and
has contacted Secretary Babbitt asking for
some assistance. The Secretary’s reply, dated
June 9, 1997 states: ‘‘no formal plan exists’’
for the project.

By way of comparison I should inform my
colleagues that, currently there is a photo-
graphic exhibit of the history of Italian-Amer-
ican immigrants being displayed a Ellis Island
in cooperation with the Italian government.
The Balch Foundation, which has compiled
millions of immigration record for the National
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Archives, agreed to create a database of ap-
proximately half-a-million Italian American
records for use in conjunction with the photo-
graphs. The time that it took the Balch Foun-
dation from its first contact by the Italian Gov-
ernment to the installation of the database at
Ellis Island for use in the exhibit was approxi-
mately 2 weeks.

For millions of our Nation’s citizens the
search for their roots brings them to Ellis Is-
land. The Family History Center would provide
Ellis Island’s visitors with a tangible link to
their past. However, at the present pace it
seems likely that this project will never be re-
alized.

I hope that the House of Representatives
will work with me to have the National Park
Service and the Department of the Interior to
either urge the Foundation to act on the Fam-
ily History Center or award the contract to an
organization that will.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, the In-
terior Appropriations bill for fiscal year 1998
neglects to fund a number of projects impor-
tant to Hawaii.

This bill denies a specific earmark of $700
million for land acquisitions and exchanges
through the Land and Water Conservation
Fund [LWCF] that was included in the recent
budget agreement. The direct result of this
omission is no funding for land acquisition at
Kai Malino Ranch on the island of Hawaii, for
the Hakalau National Wildlife Refuge. This
parcel comprises some of the only remaining
tropical rainforest in the United States—se-
verely threatened forestland in Kona—which
had been designated by the U.S. Fish & Wild-
life Service [FWS] in recent past fiscal years
as a top national priority for acquisition. The
President’s fiscal year 1996 budget included
$7 million for acquisition of these forestlands,
which was partially funded by the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior [DOI] at $5 million in fiscal
year 1997. H.R. 2107 neglects to fund the re-
maining $2 million to complete the acquisition.

This project demonstrates a cooperative
partnership between the Federal Government
and private property owners seeking to con-
serve precious natural habitat and unique spe-
cies living in the rainforest. Total acquisition of
Kai Malino is necessary for the long-term pro-
tection of several of Hawaii’s threatened and
endangered bird species, especially the en-
dangered Hawaiian crow, or ‘alala. FWS and
the Peregrine Fund have been working to-
gether for years to save the crow from extinc-
tion, and their coordinated efforts have fo-
cused on Kai Malino which is the only land re-
maining where crows live in the wild.

A second project that has gone unfunded in
this bill is Waihee Marsh in Kahaluu on the Is-
land of Oahu, which is to be added to the
Oahu National Wildlife Refuge Complex. Last
year, Congress authorized this acquisition.
President Clinton signed the bill into law on
October 1, 1996 as Public Law 104–209.

Waihee Marsh consists of about 36 acres
located on the Northeastern coast of Oahu.
FWS identified Waihee Marsh as a priority ac-
quisition site in its 1990 wetlands concept
plan. The plan documented a loss of coastal
wetland in Hawaii of 31 percent from 1880 to
1980, leaving only 15,474 acres of wetland for
indigenous waterbird habitat. The few remain-
ing wetlands are being preserved, but urban
development pressures continue to take their
toll.

A site visit by FWS in November 1994 iden-
tified a number of management priorities for

the restoration of Waihee Marsh to a healthy,
naturally functioning wetland. Sediment dredg-
ing is necessary to increase water quality and
re-create suitable waterbird habitats. Aggres-
sive predators such as feral cats, dogs, mon-
gooses and rats that interfere with waterbird
nesting and other activities need to be kept
out of the wetland. Invasive non-native plants
such as California grass and primrose willow
that have overrun the refuge need to be re-
moved. FWS would also need to rehabilitate
the Marsh to maintain and create shallow
mudflats, deeper open water areas, areas with
fairly dense native vegetation and other varied
features.

Waihee Marsh also serves as a flood con-
trol system for adjacent residential areas in
Kaalaea and Waihee. It also acts as a filtration
system for the nearby Kaneohe Bay, which is
also undergoing cleanup and restoration of the
diverse marine ecosystem that once occupied
the Bay.

H.R. 2107 does not provide funding to pur-
chase Kai Malino Ranch and Waihee Marsh.
These projects are important to help stem the
impact on Hawaii’s current endangered spe-
cies crisis. About 75 percent of plant and bird
extinctions in the U.S. have been Hawaiian
species, despite that fact that the Hawaiian Is-
lands make up less than 0.2 percent of the
country’s total land mass. A recent study in
the journal Science highlighted the serious ex-
tent of Hawaii’s endangered species crisis by
naming Hawaii as one of four hot spots in
which the Nation’s endangered species are
concentrated.

Last, I am very concerned about the future
of Hawaii’s dwindling biodiversity. I requested
$1.5 million in funding for genetic plant con-
servation. Technology now exists to preserve
genetic material from endangered and threat-
ened plants, in anticipation of future methods
that could recreate populations of these plants
again in the future, even after the last plant
disappears from the Earth. H.R. 2107 fails to
fund this request, which would provide for a
range of activities including rare plant monitor-
ing and sampling, seed bank upgrade and
curation, curation and propagation of endan-
gered plant collections, expanded greenhouse
capacity, nursery construction, cryogenic stor-
age research and development, and in-vitro
storage expansion.

Genetic plant conservation is a crucial part
of the solution to save endangered plants not
only in Hawaii, but throughout the Nation as
critical habitat dwindles under human pres-
sures. As genetic technology develops, we
would have saved essential materials nec-
essary to restore plant populations, preventing
extinction. Unfortunately, this small but vital in-
vestment in our future was not included in this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore, Mr.
LAHOOD, having assumed the chair, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration
the bill, (H.R. 2107) making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Inte-
rior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 181, he reported the bill back to

the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 238, nays
192, not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 275]

YEAS—238

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson

English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder

Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
Mascara
McCrery
McDade
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Rahall
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
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Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm

Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton

Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NAYS—192

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klug
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McIntosh
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Morella

Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—5

Brown (FL)
Markey

Reyes
Schiff

Young (AK)

b 2051
So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably
detained and missed several votes this
evening. I ask unanimous consent that my
statement be inserted in the RECORD imme-

diately after the recorded votes. If I had been
here, I would have voted Yes on rollcall 267;
Yes on rollcall 268; Yes on rollcall 269; No on
rollcall 270; Yes on rollcall 271; No on rollcall
272; No on rollcall 273; Yes on rollcall 274;
and No on rollcall 275.
f

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2107, DE-
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill, H.R. 2107, the Clerk be
authorized to correct section numbers,
punctuation, and cross references and
to make such other technical and con-
forming changes as may be necessary
to reflect the actions of the House in
amending the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at 11 a.m. on tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2159, FOREIGN OPERATIONS,
EXPORT FINANCING, AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 105–184) on the
resolution (H. Res. 185) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2159)
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1210

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor to H.R. 1210.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

There was no objection.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 972

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to have my name re-
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 972.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.
f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 184 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2158.

b 2055
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2158) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1998, and for other purposes, with Mr.
COMBEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose earlier today, all
time for general debate had expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

Amendments printed in House Report
105–180 may be offered only by a Mem-
ber designated in the report and only
at the appropriate point in the reading
of the bill, are considered read, are not
subject to amendment and are not sub-
ject to a demand for division of the
question.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to not less than 5 minutes
the time for voting by electronic de-
vice on any postponed question that
immediately follows another vote by
electronic device without intervening
business, provided that the time for
voting by electronic device on the first
in any series of questions shall not be
less than 15 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word for
purposes of making an announcement.

Mr. Chairman, before we get into
reading the bill for amendments, I
would like to make this announcement
about how we have agreed to proceed
for the balance of the evening.

First, there will be no more recorded
votes this evening. Any votes ordered
will be rolled until tomorrow.

We will be reading the bill for amend-
ments. We plan to read for amend-
ments and debate all amendments
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through title II at the maximum. We
will not read into title III even if we
finish the first two titles quickly.

So, any Member with an amendment
that will be offered in the first two ti-
tles needs to be here tonight. However,
we will stop considering amendments
no later than 10:30 p.m. even if we are
not through with title II.

To summarize, there will be no more
recorded votes tonight, and we will
consider amendments through title II
or 10:30 p.m., whichever occurs earlier.

b 2100
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2158
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, commissions, corpora-
tions, and offices for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

COMPSENSATION AND PENSIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the payment of compensation benefits
to or on behalf of veterans and a pilot pro-
gram for disability examinations as author-
ized by law (38 U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 18,
51, 53, 55, and 61); pension benefits to or on
behalf of veterans as authorized by law (38
U.S.C. chapters 15, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 92 Stat.
2508); and burial benefits, emergency and
other officers’ retirement pay, adjusted-serv-
ice credits and certificates, payment of pre-
miums due on commercial life insurance
policies guaranteed under the provisions of
Article IV of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil
Relief Act of 1940, as amended, and for other
benefits as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 107,
1312, 1977, and 2106, Chapters 23, 51, 53, 55, and
61; 50 U.S.C. App. 540–548; 43 Stat. 122, 123; 45
Stat. 735; 76 Stat. 1198); $19,932,997,000 to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That not to exceed $26,380,000 of the amount
appropriated shall be reimbursed to ‘‘General
operating expenses’’ and ‘‘Medical care’’ for
necessary expenses in implementing those
provisions authorized in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990, and in the Veter-
ans’ Benefits act of 1992 (38 U.S.C. chapters
51, 53, and 55), the funding source for which
is specifically provided as the ‘‘Compensa-
tion and pensions’’ appropriations: Provided
further, That such sums as may be earned on
an actual qualifying patient basis, shall be
reimbursed to ‘‘Medical facilities revolving
fund’’ to augment the funding of individual
medical facilities for nursing home care pro-
vided to pensioners as authorized by the Vet-
erans’’ Benefits Act of 1992 (38 U.S.C. chapter
55).

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS

For the payment of readjustment and reha-
bilitation benefits to or on behalf of veterans
as authorized by 38 U.S.C. chapters 21, 30, 31,
34, 35, 36, 39, 51,53, 55, and 61, $1,366,000,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That funds shall be available to pay any
court order, court award or any compromise
settlement arising from litigation involving
the vocational training program authorized
by section 18 of Public Law 98–77, amended.

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES

For military and naval insurance, national
service life insurance, servicemen’s indem-

nities, service-disabled veterans insurance,
and veterans mortgage life insurance as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 19; 70 Stat. 887;
72 Stat. 487, $51,360,000, to remain available
until expended.

VETERANS HOUSING BENEFIT PROGRAM FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of indirect and guaranteed
loans, such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the program, as authorized by 38
U.S.C. chapter 37, as amended: Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as
amended,: Provided further, That during fis-
cal year 1998, within the resources available,
not to exceed $300,000 in gross obligations for
direct loans are authorized for specially
adapted housing loans.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan
programs, $160,437,000, which may be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriation
for ‘‘General operating expenses’’.

EDUCATION LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $1,000, as au-
thorized by 238 U.S.C. 3698, as amended: Pro-
vided, That such costs, including the cost of
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, as amended: Provided further, That
these funds are available to subsidize gross
obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans not to exceed $3,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $200,000; which may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’.
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM

ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $44,000, as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 31, as amended:
Provided, That such costs, including the cost
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, as amended: Provided further,
That these funds are available to subsidize
gross obligations for the principal amount of
direct loans not to exceed $2,278,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $388,000, which may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’.

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out
the direct loan program authorized by 38
U.S.C. chapter 37, subchapter V, as amended,
$515,000, which may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General
operating expenses’’.

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

MEDICAL CARE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance and operation of hospitals, nursing
homes, and domiciliary facilities; for fur-
nishing, as authorized by law, inpatient and
outpatient care and treatment to bene-
ficiaries of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, including care and treatment in facili-
ties not under the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment; and furnishing recreational facilities,
supplies, and equipment; funeral, burial, and
other expenses incidental thereto for bene-
ficiaries receiving care in the Department;
administrative expenses in support of plan-
ning, design, project management, real prop-

erty acquisition and disposition, construc-
tion and renovation of any facility under the
jurisdiction or for the use of the Depart-
ment; oversight, engineering and architec-
tural activities not charged to project cost,
repairing, altering, improving or providing
facilities in the several hospitals and homes
under the jurisdiction of the Department,
not otherwise provided for, either by con-
tract or by the hire of temporary employees
and purchase of materials; uniforms or al-
lowances therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
5901–5902; aid to State homes as authorized
by 38 U.S.C. 1741; administrative and legal
expenses of the Department for collecting
and recovering amounts owed the Depart-
ment as authorized under 38 U.S.C. chapter
17, and the Federal Medical Care Recovery
Act, 42 U.S.C. 2651 et seq.; and not to exceed
$8,000,000 to fund cost comparison studies as
referred to in 38 U.S.C. 8110(a)(5);
$16,958,846,000, plus reimbursements: Pro-
vided, That of the funds made available
under this heading, $565,000,000 is for the
equipment and land and structures object
classifications only, which amount shall not
become available for obligation until August
1, 1998, and shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 1999. Provided further, That funds
under this heading shall be available for
medical examinations required for benefits
claims under title 38, United States Code:
Provided further, That of the amount made
available under this heading, not to exceed
$5,000,000 shall be for a study on the cost-ef-
fectiveness of contracting with local hos-
pitals in East Central Florida for the provi-
sion of nonemergent inpatient health care
needs of veterans.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY:
On page 7, line 6, after ‘‘$16,958,846,000,’’ in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $48,000,000)’’.
On page 57, line 7, after ‘‘$321,646,000’’ in-

sert ‘‘(decreased by $60,000,000)’’.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
first say that I regret very much that
I am offering this amendment under
these circumstances. But for anyone
who happens to be watching, either
Members or anyone else, on C–SPAN, I
am afraid what they are witnessing is
another step in the gradual destruction
of the ability of this House to conduct
rational debate.

What is now happening is that
amendments of substance will be de-
bated with virtually nobody in the
room. Members will then be called
upon as the first order of business to-
morrow to vote on those amendments,
not having heard them, not having
even had the opportunity to watch
them from their offices on their TV
screens. They will walk in blind and we
will be asked, ‘‘What is in this? Oh, I
don’t get it.’’ And within about a
minute they have to make up their
minds. I think it is a further debilitat-
ing of this House, but there is not a
whole lot that I can do about it.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply explain
what this amendment is. This amend-
ment accomplishes two important ob-
jectives. First, it deletes funding for an
unauthorized, unbudgeted construction
project that appears to be premature at
best. Second, it increases funding for
veterans’ medical care.
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There are four veterans’ services or-

ganizations, the DAV, AmVets, Para-
lyzed Veterans of America, and VFW
that each year jointly produce an inde-
pendent budget for veterans’ programs.
This year’s independent budget esti-
mates are that $18.044 billion is nec-
essary for medical care in fiscal 1998
just to maintain current services. So
the committee recommendation is
$17.56 billion, assuming VA medical fa-
cilities can keep third-party reim-
bursements, which are being dealt with
in another bill before this Congress.

Those recommendations in the com-
mittee are almost $500 million less
than the current services amount and
$2 billion below the optimum level. So
basically what I am trying to do is to
add the funding in this amendment to
increase that account slightly.

To pay for the increased veterans’
medical care, we cut $60 million that
the committee has recommended for a
windstorm simulation center to be con-
structed at the Department of Energy’s
Idaho National Engineering and Envi-
ronmental Laboratory.

There are many questions raised by
the manner in which this project has
been considered. Let me simply list a
few. First of all, the funds were not re-
quested by the administration. The lat-
est statement of administration policy
indicates funds should be redirected to
higher priorities.

Second, the project is not authorized,
either for the Department of Energy or
for FEMA;

Third, the split authority between
FEMA and DOE on the project makes
it a classic case for mismanagement;

Fourth, the project meets six of the
seven criteria of the ‘‘porkbusters coa-
lition’’ as to items that should qualify
for viewing as pork;

Fifth, there have been no hearings on
the project;

Sixth, the company that operates the
Idaho lab for the DOE is the same com-
pany that is currently in a major dis-
pute with the government over another
construction job at that lab. It seems
that the contractor, Lockheed Martin,
is $150 million over the amount that
they were supposed to reach on a fixed
price contract. They now want the gov-
ernment to change the terms of that
contract to bail them out.

Seventh, there has been no peer re-
view at all for this project. Indeed,
there has not been any review at all.
The American Association of Wind En-
gineers has raised serious concerns
about the construction and operation
of this facility. In addition, although
the contractor has indicated that $34
million is all they can use in 1998, the
committee recommendation is for $60
million.

Next, the $60 million is just a down
payment. The total is estimated to
cost about $181 million. I would also
point out that FEMA has indicated its
support for the proposal, only to be
contingent upon establishment of a
broad coalition of financial support.
Yet, to date, the industries with poten-

tially the most to gain from this facil-
ity, the insurance industry and the
home builders’ industry, have not con-
tributed one dollar.

I would also point out that 2 years
ago the Department of Energy had a
major study on the future of the na-
tional labs. This project flies in the
face of nearly every important rec-
ommendation made by the so-called
Galvin report. I would also point out
that this year a draft report was pre-
pared by a DOE working group, which
is chaired by the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Energy for Procurement.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, they rec-
ommended this lab lose its status as a
federally funded research and develop-
ment center, a condition that allows it
to receive government contracts on a
noncompetitive sole source basis.

I am aware that the chairman of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure has indicated his inten-
tion to offer an amendment that would
require authorization before those
funds can be spent, but I would submit
that that device is merely a ruse. The
amendment contains a kick-out clause.
It is only operative until April 1, 1998.
If the project is not authorized by that
time, the limitation comes off and the
money can still be spent.

Mr. Chairman, I would say that in
addition to that, it is not even clear
that the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure has jurisdiction
over this matter. A good case can be
made that the Committee on Science is
more properly the House committee
with authorization oversight.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I would
simply urge my colleagues to support
this amendment. I would suggest that
if Congress is to add money above the
budget, we ought to be doing so for
cash starved programs like veterans’
medical care, and not for questionable,
unauthorized, premature pork projects
like this windstorm simulation center.

Mr. Chairman, this operation started
out to be a quite different operation. It
started out to be a center to evaluate
earthquakes. It did not get quite the
review that they wanted, and so now
the contractor has simply said: ‘‘Well,
if we cannot get the money on an
earthquake simulation project, we will
move it over and we will design a wind-
storm operation.’’ That is what they
have done.

Mr. Chairman, no one suggests that
this work does not need to be done, but
before it needs to be done this project
needs to be peer reviewed. We need to
know we are getting what we pay for.
It just seems to me that until we do,
we ought to simply put this money
where it is needed the most, which is in
the veterans’ medical care budget.

If the House adopts this amendment,
I will offer a conforming amendment in

the FEMA portion of the bill to delete
the proviso earmarking $60 million for
the wind facility.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would
simply close and suggest that at the
appropriate time tomorrow, the House
would do well to adopt this amend-
ment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise with a good deal
of sympathy for the amendment pre-
sented by my colleague, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. But I would
suggest to him that there are a number
of questions that I still have in my
head that cause me to resist this
amendment.

I can remember our discussions time
and time again about horrendous costs
that the country is facing relative to
disaster circumstances. In the time I
have been chairman of this committee,
FEMA has received some $10 billion.

One of the areas that is difficult, that
we do not have a handle on, does deal
with wind damage. One way or another
we have to try to do the right things.
None of these things seems to be per-
fect, but we have to try to do the right
thing in terms of wind mitigation.

Mr. Chairman, as I look at the gen-
tleman’s amendment, I know his pur-
pose is directed at this wind simulation
center, but really he just affects one of
the accounts within FEMA by reducing
that, but that does not prevent them
from going forward with the wind tun-
nel.

In an attempt to respond to the very
questions that the gentleman has in
mind, I have been in discussion with
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], and frankly, I am not sure
who really has the appropriate jurisdic-
tion, here or there, because those bat-
tles on the authorizing side are consid-
erably more difficult than ours.

But having said that, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER],
some discussion, responded by saying,
‘‘I would present an amendment where
I think we are going to have an author-
ization that goes forward that would
essentially delay this until we have
more time to talk through the very
questions that the gentleman is dis-
cussing.’’

I do not really think we have any dif-
ferences here, so I would urge the gen-
tleman to at least reserve at this point
and see if we cannot figure out a way
to begin marching our way down the
path where that makes sense, with the
cost of wind damages. And clearly the
gentleman can tell from what I am say-
ing here that I do not have the answers
either, but we need to begin to seek
them in a serious way.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
have any problem whatsoever with the
way the gentleman is running this sub-
committee. But I would simply observe
that, as I said earlier, if this amend-
ment is adopted, then under the rules
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the next amendment that I would be
able to offer will indeed eliminate the
earmark for the wind tunnel, which is
what the amendment is designed to at-
tack.

Mr. Chairman, I would also say that
if we really want to do something
about protecting the Federal Treasury
from the cost of disasters, in my mind
what we ought to do is to require
States to join an experience-rated self-
insurance program, so every time there
is a disaster States do not come to
Uncle Sam with their hand out; that
they can simply, on the basis of their
own experience, do just as we do in
workmen’s compensation and prepay
for disasters, so every time a disaster
comes we do not have to call up Uncle
Sam and jimmy the budget.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I do under-
stand where the gentleman is coming
from. But the fact is, one more time,
that is an authorizing question, and
they ought to be working their way
through that without any doubts. I
think the gentleman knows that the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and
I are struggling with the bill in no
small part because over 85 percent of
our bill is unauthorized. So we struggle
along, at best. I want to address this
problem. I do not want to do it pell-
mell, but at the same time I do not
want to cut off avenues that are impor-
tant.

I must say, one of the things that is
disconcerting here is, because the gen-
tleman and I have such a fine working
relationship, up until now the ranking
member and his staff have given me
amendments ahead of time so I can
talk these things through. It must be
that he slipped over this technically
some way.

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield further, let me explain
that, Mr. Chairman. I was in a Labor-
HEW markup all day. I was here all
day yesterday working on Labor-HEW,
expecting that others on the gentle-
man’s side would also be here. They
were not. So today our Labor-HEW
mark was extended. I never dreamed
that we would be getting to this point
in the bill today, given the other legis-
lation we had before us. I expected to
give it to you before we had it tomor-
row.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if it had not been for the very fine
bipartisan work the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and I had been in-
volved in, we would not have moved
very quickly, so we even contributed to
this very positive development.

b 2115
In the meantime, Mr. Chairman,

there is little doubt that the country
knows that disaster costs have been
horrendous over the last several years.
I think also all of us in the House know
that when the next disaster occurs, we
are going to come together as Ameri-
cans and respond.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEWIS of
California was allowed to proceed for 5
additional minutes.)

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not intend to take very much
time, but I would say that there is lit-
tle doubt the next time a disaster
comes along, that the Congress will
come together, reflecting the American
people’s view that we ought to help
people in disaster circumstances.

But having said that, there is no
doubt that we need to do work inter-
nally to try to mitigate against these
disasters. We are doing it in building
codes in earthquake sectors. Clearly
the wind problem is a very, very seri-
ous problem we need to seriously move
in the direction of addressing, trying to
find some answers that mitigate
against these costs.

Those efforts are not going to be per-
fect in their initial stages. I would
hope that we would work closely with
our authorizers and encourage the au-
thorizers to do the work as we make
this effort to hold down the costs.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, why on
Earth, if this facility is to be funded by
the Government, should it be funded in
a manner that allows them to seek sole
source contracts with no competition
and why should this not be peer re-
viewed? And if it is so important, why
is FEMA resisting providing money for
it without that kind of proper review?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I frankly cannot answer the ques-
tion. I do not know the technical side
of how they went about putting it to-
gether, this process that relates to a
contract. But I do know that this is ap-
parently a facility that would be built
on land that the Department of Energy
owns and they would see it used for
this purpose, and end up with free land.
There is a need that is very real and
apparently there are personnel in the
region that could be very responsive to
the challenges of this particular facil-
ity.

But I am sure the process is not per-
fect, and one of the reasons that one of
the authorizing chairmen will be pre-
senting an amendment is he wants
time to step back and take a look at
some of these questions. I think they
are very appropriate questions.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mrs. Meek of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the
Obey amendment. It certainly goes
against my grain to go against a per-
son of the caliber and capability of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].
I truly regret having to oppose my own
ranking member, because I do believe
he is one of the best representatives in
this body. And I know that he has the
best of intentions. However, in this
case I think my ranking member is
wrong.

First of all, I do not think he has
walked in the shoes that I have walked
in since I have been in this Congress
and personally experienced the need for
help with disasters, particularly disas-
ters that wipe out the life of your con-
stituents.

Our House Committee on Appropria-
tions has included in this bill funding
for the construction of a full size wind
damage testing facility. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] says we
should cut out these funds.

I say and I appeal to the Congress to
keep them in because we need this fa-
cility. In 1992, Hurricane Andrew was
the single most natural disaster ever to
hit the United States. Powerful, dev-
astating, it plowed right through the
south end of Dade County, FL. It ut-
terly destroyed a huge portion of my
congressional district.

I want to say to the Congress, my
district has not yet regrown and it has
not yet come back from this devastat-
ing disaster. I remember vividly the
hundreds of homes in my community
that literally blew apart in Hurricane
Andrew. There was just no estimate of
the destruction and of the force of this
hurricane. As a matter of fact, accord-
ing to the people at the Homestead Air
Force Base, there was a tornado
strength wind within this hurricane.
So the desperation, if Members could
see the lives of these thousands of men
and women and children who were left
homeless because of Hurricane Andrew.
I spent my first 2 years in this Con-
gress working to try to make this com-
munity whole again.

And this Congress has helped me do
that. Mr. OBEY was one of the ones who
helped me do it. But they still are not
whole yet. The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS] can tell you that 5
years later I am still working on prob-
lems created by Hurricane Andrew.

All three of these things are ex-
tremely costly. One, winds from the
big, big storms, hurricanes and
Nor’easters, kill people and they de-
stroy homes. Two, we know these
storms are going to come and we can
plan and prepare for them. And, three,
they are extremely costly.

That is why we need this wind test-
ing facility. That is why I am appeal-
ing to the Congress to take this out of
the realm all the time of numbers and
utility and philosophical vents, but to
think about what it has meant to peo-
ple, to destroy this community, the en-
tire community. Most of people from
this community have moved north.
They will never come back to this
southernmost area. And therefore, the
economy has gone down and the social
fabric of the lives of these people has
been destroyed.

We need a wind testing facility. With
proper research and testing, we can
minimize wind damage and destruc-
tion. Thousands of insurance compa-
nies went under because of this storm,
because no one had the facility to
know that this storm would be that
devastating to this area.
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By testing different types of housing

and construction techniques and mate-
rials under actual hurricane wind con-
ditions, we can design and build homes
in ways that will minimize the danger
to human life and minimize the cost of
these natural disasters. This can be
done ahead of time so that we will
know what to expect when we have
hurricanes and natural disasters.

We need to take action now. We do
not need to put this off, because it has
been put off too long. If you ask any-
one in Florida or in Georgia, or out
there in the West where all of these
natural disasters have occurred, you
will find out that it is time for it now.

We need to be able to develop the
knowledge. This knowledge is so im-
portant to keep our constituents’
homes from blowing a part. That is
what this wind testing facility is all
about. This is not just common sense.
It is dollars and cents. I repeat, it is
not just common sense; looking for-
ward to test this facility ahead of time
is dollars and cents.

The amount of money at stake here,
it is just staggering. It belies one’s
imagination to realize the cost associ-
ated. Hurricane Andrew alone resulted
in losses that exceeded $25 million, and
those were just the losses that they
have been able to account. I am still
coming back to the Congress, I am still
coming back to FEMA asking them to
forgive in many instances the big costs
that grew up with this.

No doubt my colleagues remember
that 5 years ago the House voted for a
disaster relief bill of $8 billion in Fed-
eral aid to help my community get
back on its feet. We can pay a little
now or pay a lot later.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida was allowed to proceed for 30
additional seconds.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to appeal to the House to
please vote for this wind testing facil-
ity. It will save lives and it will also
save money.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am always hesitant
to follow my colleague from Florida. It
is almost like being against mother-
hood to do so. But I want to speak in
favor of the amendment that has been
put forward by the ranking member.

I think what we have here is a com-
parison. On the one hand we have a
proposal to add $48 million in this
amendment to the veterans’ health
services program which everyone un-
derstands is needed, where we have
people and we have made a promise to
our veterans that we were going to pro-
vide them with health care in their
lives, particularly when we have so
many of our World War II veterans who
are at an age when they are in need of
health care. So that $48 million on the
one hand is replacing monies that are
otherwise below, added to funding

which is otherwise below what is need-
ed to keep the funds at the level of
services that are presently there.

On the other hand we have a very
questionable kind of an expenditure for
this wind simulation center. The $60
million reduction which we have been
talking about is just stage one, phase
one of a construction program for this
wind simulation center, the sum total
of which is going to be $181 million, and
all of it is going to come out of FEMA,
and apparently from all indications
there is not a single cent that has yet
been put into this from any of the in-
dustries that might be a part of it.

Now, it was not in the President’s
budget. It was not even requested by
either the Department of Energy or by
FEMA. So here we have an uncooked
idea, a half-baked idea being put in in
place of adequate funding for veterans’
health care services.

Now, I would like to mention the tes-
timony of the gentleman who is the
head of the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory, his testimony before the
Committee on Science, which I served
on in the previous Congress as a minor-
ity member, the statement by W. John
Denson. He pointed out in his testi-
mony that the INEL maintains critical
technology skills for nuclear oper-
ations, nuclear safety and nuclear
waste management. The INEL is a mul-
tiple purpose laboratory supporting all
the missions of the department. The
INEL has been designated by DOE as
the lead lab for research and develop-
ment for EM mixed waste. They also
lead the national programs for spent
nuclear fuels management and national
low level waste management.

Now, I say this because what that
says is that the mission of the particu-
lar DOE laboratory is far from the pro-
posed area. And to follow up on that,
we have had a lot of testimony in the
104th Congress before the Committee
on Science about this question of just
how we were to use our energy labora-
tories. The GAO study asked experts on
energy policy and former DOE execu-
tives, including several of the previous
Secretaries of DOE, their views on it,
and they by a substantial majority said
that we should not be taking on mis-
sions at the DOE laboratories that are
beyond the missions of DOE itself.

Then we have the Galvin Commission
that was mentioned by one of the pre-
vious speakers, a major commission to
look at the future of alternative fu-
tures for the Department of Energy na-
tional laboratories. They strongly ex-
pressed their concern about expanding
the laboratories’ industrial R&D be-
yond the existing DOE missions.

I quote from their work: The current
industrial partnership activities of the
laboratories are unfocused and invari-
ably lead to add-ons. As in this case, an
add-on. The Galvin Commission made
three specific recommendations. In two
of those cases this kind of a project is
in direct contradiction to the rec-
ommendations. Their recommenda-
tions that are contradicted are that

government-funded technology transfer
industrial competitiveness activities
should be focused on industries and
areas of technology that contribute di-
rectly to the DOE primary missions in
national security, energy and environ-
ment.

The second recommendation, that
competitive selection and more rigor-
ous technical and merit review, namely
peer review, which has been mentioned
on several occasions by external ex-
perts, should be applied broadly within
the department’s cooperative research
and development agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
OLVER] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OLVER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, let me
just point out here that Citizens
Against Government Waste, which held
a number of hearings, a group that was
invited to a number of hearings to put
a focus on government waste during
the 104th Congress, had put forward 7
criteria on which to judge what might
be considered waste.

Their criteria included cases where
the request was made by one chamber
of commerce; where it was not author-
ized; number three, where it was not
competitively awarded, not peer re-
viewed, in essence; four, where it was
not requested in the President’s budg-
et; five, greatly exceeds the President’s
budget or the request of the previous
year’s funding; and, six, had not been
the subject of congressional hearing.
Six out of the seven, this project vio-
lates.

So what I think here, let me go back
and just reiterate, what we are compar-
ing is a $48 million increase in veter-
ans’ health services to fulfill a promise
that we have made to our veterans for
a continuation of their veterans’
health programs, versus a program, a
proposal which is at best not ready for
this stage, where it is meant as a part-
nership, there is no industry portion in
the partnership. The money all would
come out of a budget from an agency,
namely FEMA, which did not request
the money at all and which has written
at least to the Senate chairman of the
subcommittee on VA–HUD to indicate
that they have serious questions about
this.

b 2130

And, Mr. Chairman, I will ask to sub-
mit this letter into the RECORD during
the whole House section of this session.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope the
amendment would be adopted.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply like to make one additional
point.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER] has expired.
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(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by

unanimous consent, Mr. OLVER was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman continue to yield?

Mr. OLVER. I will continue yielding
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the argu-
ment has been made that this research
needs to be conducted. I am sure the
gentleman would agree that no one
questions that. Certainly I do not ques-
tion that.

The question is, why should this re-
search proceed under conditions which
enable the contractor to obtain sole
source noncompetitive contracts? Why
should it proceed when there has been
no peer review to determine whether or
not this is the right way to proceed?
Why should we proceed when a large
number of universities and many peo-
ple in the scientific community have
expressed their concern that they will
not be able to use the simulator be-
cause of the costs associated with this
contract?

It has been suggested, for instance,
that a number of insurance companies
have gone bankrupt because of other
disasters. Why then should the insur-
ance industry not do as FEMA wants it
to do, namely to share in the cost of
producing this research facility? Cer-
tainly if they will gain millions of dol-
lars in saved claims from its research,
they should be willing to help finance
it.

I would simply say in very frank
terms what this is is a nice arrange-
ment by one State which has working
arrangements with several other uni-
versities, but the taxpayers’ interests
are not protected because of the way
this research project is being designed.
It will be very convenient for Lockheed
Martin, the contractor, but not for
anybody else, as far as I know. And it
seems to me under those cir-
cumstances, this ought not to proceed
until we have the proper peer review
processes built in.

I would suggest also that with the
veterans health budget being some $500
million short of current services, it is
not even a close call as to where this
money is needed the most.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER] has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OLVER
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the House for yielding the additional
minute.

I think the answers to the ranking
member’s questions, the answers to
those whys, is that they really should
not proceed until all of those condi-
tions are met. In truth, we do need to
have that kind of research done. But it
ought to be done in a case where it is
clearly cofunded by industry as well as
by the government, and in a situation
where it is peer reviewed and where
there can be a broad participation in
that research.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, when Hurricane Fran
swept across North Carolina, thousands
of homes were severely damaged or de-
stroyed. More than a million people
lost their electricity for 5 days and
many lives were lost in the process.

Lost too by families in my State
were dreams and memories. The devas-
tation and suffering caused by the
swath of destruction was tremendous.

We must do more to protect citizens
in advance of storms. We cannot afford
to be reckless with the lives of our citi-
zens and with their homes.

In the last 2 years, four major hurri-
canes have caused 57 deaths and $40 bil-
lion in damage, but we do not have to
sit back and let nature take its course.
Today, we will vote on a measure to
help protect both homes and lives from
hurricanes.

This measure will save billions in tax
dollars and countless lives. Supporting
the Partnership for Natural Disaster
Reduction/HomeSaver Project is criti-
cal, Mr. Chairman, to saving American
homes and lives. Our goal should be to
prevent disasters, not just to manage
them or respond to them.

Hurricane season is beginning to ap-
proach, and this year it is predicted to
be worse than ever. For us not to take
preventive measures would be highly
irresponsible.

Before there is indeed another Hurri-
cane Fran happening in some other
State, I urge my colleagues to support
the Partnership for Natural Disaster
Reduction/HomeSaver Project. It is the
right thing to do. It is the responsible
thing to do and also, Mr. Chairman, it
is the safe thing to do.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote, and pending that, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 184, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
In addition, contingent on enactment of

legislation establishing the Medical Collec-
tions Fund, such sums as may be derived
pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 1729(g) shall be depos-
ited to such Fund and may be transferred to
this account, to remain available until ex-
pended for the purposes of this account.

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

For necessary expenses in carrying out
programs of medical and prosthetic research
and development as authorized by 38 U.S.C.
chapter 73, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 1999, $267,000,000, plus reimburse-
ments: Provided, That of the funds made
available under this heading, $20,000,000 shall

be for medical research relating to Gulf War
Illnesses afflicting Persian Gulf Veterans.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TIAHRT

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TIAHRT:
In the item relating to ‘‘DEPARTMENT

OF VETERANS AFFAIRS—VETERANS
HEALTH ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL AND PROS-
THETIC RESEARCH’’, after the first dollar
amount (the aggregate), insert the following:
‘‘(increased by $25,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘DEPARTMENT
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS—VETERANS
HEALTH ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL AND PROS-
THETIC RESEARCH’’, after the second dollar
amount (the Gulf War illness research ear-
mark), insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$5,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES—CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE—NATIONAL AND COMMU-
NITY SERVICE PROGRAMS OPERATING EX-
PENSES’’, after the first dollar amount (the
aggregate), insert the following: ‘‘(reduced
by $200,000,000)’’.

Mr. TIAHRT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.
(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I am
here tonight to address the priorities
within this bill. The amendment I offer
would dedicate an additional $25 mil-
lion to the Veterans Administration’s
Medical and Prosthetic Research Ac-
count to dramatically increase the
level of research which the VA is doing
on the illness which is affecting thou-
sands of American veterans who served
this country in the Persian Gulf war.

This year the Veterans Administra-
tion is dedicating a mere $3.6 million to
the research of the illness which our
gulf war veterans are suffering from.
To pay for this very necessary re-
search, the amendment would partially
eliminate funding for the AmeriCorps
program and direct it towards this
much-needed research.

First, let me address why this
amendment is necessary. The fiscal
year 1998 VA-HUD Appropriations Act
contains $267 million for the VA’s med-
ical and prosthetic research account.
In the Committee on Appropriations an
earmark was added which directs $20
million of this current appropriation to
be spent on gulf war research. This
pays for and expands the current re-
search into gulf war illness. However it
comes at the expense of other impor-
tant research being done by the VA,
such as Diabetes Centers of Excellence,
Centers for Rehabilitation Medicine,
and the VA’s ability to retain high
quality physicians. It just takes from
one pocket, cutting important re-
search, to put in another. This solves
one problem yet, unfortunately, cre-
ates many more.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would remedy the problem completely.
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This amendment presents a question of
priorities. We should do what is more
important, expanding the very mini-
mal research which the VA is doing on
the illnesses our gulf war vets are expe-
riencing and living with daily, or con-
tinuing paying for healthy young peo-
ple to volunteer for public service jobs.

Before we make our decision, let us
examine the facts. This is difficult
when discussing the gulf war illness.
The problem is we cannot define it con-
clusively, treat it, or explain exactly
how it is caused. The VA itself has
said, ‘‘Currently, there is no evidence
of a single unifying illness to explain
the health problems of all gulf war vet-
erans.’’ Without much-needed research,
these veterans will continue to suffer,
and we do not have the answers to our
gulf war illness questions.

We do know that the Department of
Defense has confirmed that 27,000
American soldiers could have been ex-
posed to chemical agents in the Per-
sian Gulf. Separately, the CIA has esti-
mated as many as 120,000 could have
been exposed.

I can also tell my colleagues what
some of our gulf war veterans are expe-
riencing. Like U.S. Army Reserve Sgt.
David Janda. He is a 35-year-old father
of three from Hutchinson, KS. He suf-
fers from blinding headaches, a blister-
ing rash which he has had for 6 months,
chronic diarrhea and joint pain. Or
Kenny Schwartz of Great Bend, KS,
who endures stabbing pain in his left
eye, stiffness in his joints which make
him unable to walk, memory loss and
scarring rashes. Their doctors can nei-
ther diagnose nor effectively treat
these symptoms.

To date, 90,000 Persian Gulf war vet-
erans have contacted the VA’s gulf war
registry and reported symptoms which
are consistent with how the Journal of
the American Medical Association has
described gulf war illness: fatigue,
joint pain, gastrointestinal complaints,
memory problems, emotional change,
impotence, and insomnia.

This is the Veterans’ Administration
current response: $3.6 million of re-
search funding this year. That is $133
for every American veteran we know of
that has been exposed to chemical
agents in the gulf.

On the other hand, we have
AmeriCorps. This year we are spending
$402 million on the AmeriCorps pro-
gram. That is $19,000 in Federal funding
for every one of the over 20,000
AmeriCorps paid volunteers.

This chart shows the discrepancy,
Mr. Chairman; $133 per veteran being
spent on research for gulf war illness
versus $19,000 spent for every paid vol-
unteer.

AmeriCorps pays recruited volun-
teers to perform public service jobs. It
also provides $7500 for living expenses
and $4,725 for an educational award.
They also get health coverage and
child care. Our $19,000 a year paid vol-
unteers have lobbied the government,
worked as low level Federal bureau-
crats, and built hornos, which are

ovens built from dirt and grass that
were originally used some 4,000 years
ago.

Two recent audits by the GAO and a
report from AmeriCorps’ own Inspector
General have found serious inefficien-
cies and mismanagement. In addition,
Arthur Andersen has tried to audit
AmeriCorps twice, and found the books
too much of a mess to even perform an
audit, yet we are asking to continue
funding AmeriCorps at the current
level while ignoring the illness of our
Gulf War veterans.

I cannot go back to Kansas and tell
David Janda and Kenny Schwartz that
we can only muster $133 per veteran to
investigate what is making them sick
and how to treat it, yet we have $19,000
to pay a paid volunteer to offer a
healthy youngster that lives next door
to these veterans.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TIAHRT
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, this is a
very important amendment. I ask
every Member of the House to consider
what they believe our priorities should
be, and I am hopeful that we will place
our highest priority on the current and
future health of the men and women
who fought and served for freedom in
our country.

Caring for veterans who fought for
America’s freedom and security is a
necessary function of our Federal Gov-
ernment. Paying healthy AmeriCorps
volunteers is simply not. I ask Mem-
bers to please not turn their backs on
the veterans who so faithfully served
this country in the Persian Gulf.

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the
RECORD two reports on the subject of
my amendment:

TIME TO END THE TROUBLED AMERICORPS

On April 27–29, 1997, with Independence
Hall as a picturesque backdrop, over 2,800
delegates from across the country, including
governors, mayors, private-sector leaders,
and representatives from leading founda-
tions, gathered in Philadelphia, Pennsylva-
nia, for the Presidents’ Summit for Ameri-
ca’s Future. With President Bill Clinton and
former President George Bush as honorary
co-chairmen, this gathering was called to ex-
amine a topic that hardly could be more im-
portant: the future of volunteerism in the
United States, and especially how the vol-
untary sector can aid America’s children.

The great 19th century French observer of
American politics, Alexis de Tocqueville,
noted that what made America great was the
tendency of its people to form voluntary as-
sociations to meet community needs. Where-
as Europeans looked with docility to govern-
ment to solve problems, Americans learned
self-reliance and the ability to look beyond
individual self-interest through cooperation
in voluntary organizations. In this century,
however, as government programs—particu-
larly human services programs—have
usurped much of America’s traditionally vol-
untary domain, both the country’s civic fab-
ric and the character of its individual citi-
zens have changed for the worse.

The Presidents’ Summit gave Americans a
chance to pause and reflect on how commu-

nity needs could best be met. The increas-
ingly widespread appeal of the conservative
message on the need to re-limit government
led President Clinton himself to declare that
the ‘‘era of big government is over.’’ Now
America’s civil society and corporate com-
munity have been called in to deal with the
problems created by the failure of federal
programs. Over the past few months, News-
week has devoted a portion of its ‘‘Periscope’’
page to the many corporations that have
agreed to make major contributions of goods
or services as part of the effort to meet these
needs. LensCrafters, for example, has agreed
to provide free eye care for one million
needy people, and the National Restaurant
Association has agreed to hire 250,000 young-
sters in the next five years.1

But for all the fanfare and national press
attention surrounding the Presidents’ Sum-
mit—as well as the bipartisan images and
goodwill it generated—there is reason to be-
lieve that it may serve less to foster a vision
of a healthy voluntary sector free of unwar-
ranted government intervention than to pro-
mote further charitable dependence on fed-
eral resources. The Presidents’ Summit was
largely the brainchild of former Senator
Harris Wofford (D–PA), Chief Executive of
the Corporation for National and Commu-
nity Service (CNCS). In congressional testi-
mony, Wofford declared that the CNCS,
along with the Points of Light Foundation
(another federally funded entity designed to
promote volunteerism 2), ‘‘is working . . . in
initiating and planning the Summit to pro-
mote the goals of the National and Commu-
nity Service Act, the mission of the Corpora-
tion, and the vision set forth in the Corpora-
tion’s Strategic Plan.’’ 3

The CNCS helps oversee administration of
the AmeriCorps program, President Clinton’s
‘‘domestic Peace Corps,’’ the largest exten-
sion of the federal government in recent
years. Ever since its creation in 1993,
AmeriCorps has been mired in controversy.
Two recent independent audits of the pro-
gram by the U.S. General Accounting Office
(GAO), the semiannual report of the Corpora-
tion’s own Inspector General, and two audits
by the nationally renowned Arthur Andersen
accounting firm all have found serious evi-
dence of cost overruns and mismanagement.
Despite these problems, however, and despite
a continuing inability to correct them, the
Corporation has benefited from large
amounts of good publicity, thanks in part to
what one critic has called the ‘‘camera-ready
smiles of young ‘volunteers’ ’’ whose efforts
made good news copy.4 In an era in which
balancing the federal budget has become a
national priority, the CNCS has requested
$546,500,000 for fiscal year (FY) 1998—an in-
crease of 36 percent over the $400 million ap-
propriated in FY 1997.

Not only was the Philadelphia summit
choreographed in part by AmeriCorps, but
its proceedings offered a rousing endorse-
ment of this very troubled program. Despite
the good publicity for AmeriCorps that the
Summit may generate, Congress should view
the request for increased AmeriCorps fund-
ing with considerable skepticism. In this age
or re-limiting government, the American
public and its elected representatives should
reject the very premise upon which
AmeriCorps rests: that the federal govern-
ment has an important activist role to play
in guiding the voluntary sector in the United
States.

WHAT IS AMERICORPS?
One of Governor Bill Clinton’s key plat-

form stands in 1992 was a call to create a fed-
eral program that would help individuals
meet the high costs associated with acquir-
ing a college education in exchange for com-
munity service. As President, Clinton saw



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5279July 15, 1997
his vision implemented through the National
and Community Service Trust Act of 1993.
The Act created the CNCS, which helps ad-
minister the ‘‘largest national and commu-
nity service program since the Civilian Con-
servation Corps of the 1930s.’’ 5

Over the past four years, AmeriCorps has
grown from a mere pilot program to include
more than 24,000 people participating in
more than 430 programs across the country.

These programs focus primarily on four
areas: education, the environment, public
safety, and human services. Since 1993, de-
spite the fact that Washington spends $1.3
billion annually to promote volunteerism
through 23 other federal programs, more
than $800 million has been appropriated to
pay for 100,000 participants in CNCS’s major
program, AmerCorps*USA.6 Full-time
AmeriCorps participants work a minimum of
1,700 hours per year, receiving in turn a $7,460
stipend and an education award of $4,725 in
the form of a college tuition voucher or cred-
it to repay a past student loan.

In his 1995 State of the Union address,
President Clinton praised AmeriCorps as
‘‘citizenship at its best.’’ In Philadelphia, the
President announced his intention to expand
the program in two ways:

First, he wants to create a ‘‘citizen army’’
of one million volunteer literacy tutors to
shore up the failed public school system in
the United States. Rather than hold public
schools accountable for teaching basic skills,
his plan would cost taxpayers at least $2.75
billion and rely heavily on coordination and
instruction by 10,000 new AmeriCorps ‘‘tutor
coordinators.’’ 7

Second, the President wants to expand
AmeriCorps by 33,000 volunteers over the
next five years by teaming with private or-
ganizations that would be responsible for
paying the paid volunteers’ living stipends
while taxpayers still pay the cost of their
college scholarships.8

AMERICORPS’ TROUBLED BEGINNING

Early on, the Clinton Administration
hailed AmeriCorps as the ‘‘paradigm of re-
invented government.’’ In truth, under the
leadership of CNCS’s first CEO—Eli J. Segal,
chief of staff for the 1992 Clinton-Gore cam-
paign—AmeriCorps offered a case study of
how not to run a federal agency. Although
AmeriCorps claimed that its mission was to
promote the voluntary sector, at least 2,800
of its first 20,000 ‘‘volunteers’’ were assigned
directly to federal agencies and departments,
most notably the Departments of Agri-
culture and Justice, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, the Legal Services Corpora-
tion, and the National Endowment for the
Arts.

Even though AmeriCorps claimed that its
mission was nonpartisan, it offered millions
of dollars in grants to numerous activist
groups, including ACORN (the Association of
Community Organizations for Reform Now),
the National Council of La Raza, and the
Council of Great City Schools, an organiza-
tion devoted to the ‘‘advancement of edu-
cation in inner-city public schools through
public and legislative advocacy.’’ 9 Despite
Segal’s repeated denials that AmeriCorps
grant money helped subsidize ACORN’s polit-
ical activities, the Corporation was forced to
defund ACORN in July 1995 after an Inspec-
tor General’s report found incontrovertible
evidence that the supposedly independent af-
filiate awarded a grant by AmeriCorps was,
in fact, part and parcel of ACORN’s political
operations. Another AmeriCorps grantee in
Denver also engaged in political advocacy at
taxpayers’ expense and was stripped of its
federal funds.10

But the most devastating news under
Segal’s tenure was not the presence of ‘‘vol-
unteers’’ in federal agencies, or the use of

federal tax dollars for political purposes: It
was the audit of 93 AmeriCorps programs re-
leased by the GAO in July 1995. Segal had
promised that the ‘‘cost [per AmeriCorps vol-
unteer] will be $17,600.’’ 11 The GAO revealed
that the cost to field a participant was
$25,800 for non-federal agency grantees and
$31,000 for federal agency grantees. 12 In other
words, although AmeriCorps promised that
cost per service hour by volunteers would
total $6.43, the GAO found that the real cost
was $15.85 per hour—and up to $19.81 per hour
when time for non-service AmeriCorps ac-
tivities was included.13 Whereas President
Clinton repeatedly had cited AmeriCorps as
evidence that the government could work in
partnership with the voluntary sector and
private enterprise to promote volunteer-
ism,14 the GAO found that taxpayers were
paying 93 percent of the costs—79 percent di-
rectly from the federal till.15

NEW EVIDENCE THAT AMERICORPS DOES NOT
WORK

In summer 1995, Segal resigned as
AmeriCorps’ CEO, to be replaced by Harris
Wofford. Wofford began his tenure by seek-
ing bipartisan support for AmeriCorps. Part-
ly because of the July 1995 GAO audit,
Wofford promised to end the policy of ‘‘paid
volunteers’’ in federal agencies, to reduce
the Washington-based bureaucracy, and to
seek a direct private-sector match for each
dollar contributed by the federal govern-
ment.

Wofford’s promises for reform and his affa-
ble style, combined with President Clinton’s
newfound popularity in the polls, saved the
program from almost certain extinction. Yet
one and a half years into Wofford’s tenure,
AmeriCorps still seems to be plagued by
many of the same problems that Segal faced.
A new GAO report reveals that AmeriCorps
costs too much, has difficulty retaining
problem participants, and is not attracting
the significant private-sector involvement
that program supporters had sought.16

The GAO sampled 25 AmeriCorps programs
and uncovered some disturbing trends:

AmeriCorps fails to retain participants in
its programs. The dropout rate for paid vol-
unteers is 39 percent, nearly twice what the
CNCS had predicted in November 1994.17

AmeriCorps is failing to gain significant
private-sector resources for its programs. Of-
ficials at the Corporation for National Serv-
ice have boasted repeatedly that the pres-
ence of government funding would help ‘‘le-
verage’’ private contributions. Yet median
private-sector support for AmericCorps pro-
grams that were sampled was only 17 per-
cent; 83 percent of the funding comes di-
rectly from the taxpayers. This is not sur-
prising when one considers that at least 180
of the Corporation’s 430 projects in FY 1996
provided funding to government programs.18

Despite the CNCS’s claim that 90 percent
of participants would use their educational
awards, only 54 percent of those eligible for
these awards actually have used them. The
low percent of educational awards used sug-
gests that many AmeriCorps members either
are not planning to attend college or are not
recent college graduates saddled with loans
to pay. The Des Moines Register, for example,
reports that ‘‘nearly one in five AmeriCorps
workers in Des Moines already has a college
degree, and more than half in the program
are 26 or older.’’ 19 The presence of so many
non-student age AmeriCorps members led
one observer to conclude that the ‘‘program
that was sold as the domestic equivalent of
the Peace Corps has already turned out to
more closely resemble the abysmal failure of
the Comprehensive Education and Training
Act.’’ 20 AmeriCorps was sold to Congress as
a program to help young people pay for col-
lege, not as another federal jobs program in
addition to the over 160 that already exist.

One AmeriCorps program, the Casa Verde
Builders Program, cost the taxpayers
$2,448,053. Only 23 of the 64 individuals en-
rolled as Casa Verde AmeriCorps members
completed the program; the cost of tax-
payers: over $100,000 per participant. More-
over, only four participants have used their
educational awards; to cost to taxpayers:
more than $600,000 per award.

Another AmeriCorps program examined by
the GAO, the Educational Conservation
Corps, cost taxpayers $1,732,000. Of the 97 par-
ticipants, 58 earned an educational award. So
far, only 20 have used their awards; the cost
of taxpayers: $86,000 per award in administra-
tive costs plus $4,725 per award.

The Appalachian Service Through Action
and Resources program cost taxpayers
$632,240. Twenty-two participants completed
the program and earned educational awards.
The cost to taxpayers (assuming that 90 per-
cent of Appalachian Service members use
their awards): $31,612 plus $4,725 per award.

Local AmeriCorps programs are not the
only problem. The management techniques
at CNCS headquarters are the focus of con-
tinuing congressional scrutiny. An October
1995 audit of CNCS books by Arthur Ander-
sen indicated serious accounting weaknesses,
leading the firm to declare that the books
were ‘‘unauditable.’’ A follow-up study by
Andersen concluded that the Corporation’s
‘‘internal controls were not adequate for an
independent auditor to perform an effective
and efficient financial statement audit in ac-
cordance with generally accepted auditing
standards for fiscal years 1994 and 1995.’’ 2

The same study concluded that these short-
comings ‘‘potentially preclude an audit’’ of
FY 1996 books. Most shockingly, as of De-
cember 1996, the CNCS could not account for
$38 million in AmeriCorps funding. Despite
repeated requests by Representative Peter
Hoeskstra (R–MI), Chairman of the Oversight
and Investigations Subcommittee of the
House Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and Senator Christopher Bond
(R–MO), Chairman of the VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, AmeriCorps
has yet to provide conclusive evidence that
the Corporation’s financial statements for
FY 1997 can be audited. What is particularly
disturbing about the financial fiasco at
AmeriCorps is that the program was created
and administered entirely during the ‘‘re-
inventing government’’ era.

WHY AMERICORPS IS UNNECESSARY

Wholly aside from the numerous failures
that have occurred in the administration of
AmeriCorps, there was no objective reason to
create the program in the first place. As one
of its supporters concedes, even
‘‘AmeriCorps’ friends aren’t sure exactly
what it does.’’ 22 For several reasons, any
role for the federal government in the vol-
untary sector is both unwise and counter-
productive:

The voluntary sector in the United States
is fundamentally healthy. According to Inde-
pendent Sector, 89.2 million Americans of-
fered unpaid voluntary service in 1993. Since
1981, the number of hours that Americans
volunteer has rise dramatically from 12.7 bil-
lion to 19.5 billion.

AmeriCorps’ paid volunteerism has dis-
couraged—and will continue to discourage—
real charitable involvement. Only programs
that cannot generate sufficient community
support need to look to Washington for fund-
ing. AmeriCorps already turned many of the
major charitable nonprofits in the United
States—Habitat for Humanity, the Red
Cross, and the YMCA—away from the task of
raising funds in the private sector toward
lobbying Congress for more AmeriCorps
funding.
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Healthy charities with strong community

support look to their neighbors, not the fed-
eral government, for financial support and
volunteers. When genuine needs must be
met, Americans band together with their
neighbors to achieve common goals.
AmeriCorps distorts the principle of local ac-
countability for charitable groups. The great
strength of America’s philanthropic sector is
its flexibility in responding to the country’s
social needs. This flexibility arises from a
network of community-based voluntary or-
ganizations, not from a federally sponsored
make-work administration. A far better way
to help these organizations to succeed would
be to allow taxpayers themselves to take tax
credits for contributions to the charities of
their choice.23

Like all government programs,
AmeriCorps costs too much. Considering its
stipends and tuition awards, members re-
ceive approximately $7.13 per hour, exclusive
of the medical benefits and child care avail-
able to certain eligible participants. But the
real cost per participant hour is far higher,
depending on the particular grantee pro-
gram. The total federal, state, and local
costs of this program amount to an average
of $18.26 per hour—the equivalent of almost
$38,000 per year.

AmeriCorps’ record of achievement has
come under question. A 1997 Working Paper
on AmeriCorps written for Independent Sec-
tor, itself sympathetic to the program, notes
that, for 70 percent of the AmeriCorps pro-
grams it studied, the presence of AmeriCorps
members did not produce quantitative re-
sults ‘‘over and above what the agencies
were mandated and ostensibly funded to pro-
vide.’’ Among the ‘‘reasons for concern and
reflection,’’ AmeriCorps’ vaunted ability to
leverage volunteers from local communities
turned out to have been overstated; re-
searchers found only a ‘‘modest 3.5 percent
increase in hours volunteered by genuine
volunteers.’’ 24

AmeriCorps is an extremely costly way to
help families pay for college. The $26,700 cost
for a single participant estimated by the 1995
GAO study would pay for Pell Grants for ap-
proximately 18 students. Assuming the Casa
Verde program’s cost of nearly $100,000 per
participant, 67 low-income students could
have received Pell Grants.

President Clinton has declared that
AmeriCorps aims to help young people who
perform public service pay for college. In his
1996 State of the Union address, the Presi-
dent boasted that ‘‘AmeriCorps has already
helped 70,000 young people to work their way
through college as they serve America.’’ 25 In
fact, if only 54 percent of AmeriCorps’ ‘‘grad-
uates’’ are using their educational awards,
the program should have helped approxi-
mately 37,800 with college tuition payments.
By the time of the Philadelphia summit, the
President had corrected his figure downward
from 70,000 to 50,000.26

AmeriCorps seeks to create a cadre of de-
voted liberal activists. One of the reasons for
creating national service, according to the
program’s intellectual godfather, Professor
Charles Moskos of Northwestern University,
was to revitalize the Democratic Party. In
its first few years, AmeriCorps has offered
grants to dozens of organizations like
ASPIRA of New York, the New Jersey Public
Interest Research Foundation, the North
Carolina Low Income Housing Coalition, the
Legal Service Corporation, the National
Council of La Raza, and the Northern Vir-
ginia Urban League. Congressional inves-
tigators also are examining why one high-
ranking political appointee at the Corpora-
tion for National Service—former Los Ange-
les City Council Member Michael Woo—used
Corporation stationery and resources to set
up a meeting between Democratic Party

fundraiser John Huang and Asian-American
business owners in Los Angeles.27

When given the choice between cutting
funding for AmeriCorps or other programs
such as veterans’ benefits, even the Presi-
dent’s closest congressional allies—House
Minority Whip David Bonior (D–MI), Rep-
resentative David Obey (D–WI), and Rep-
resentative Charles Rangel (D–NY)—had no
choice but to cut $206 million from
AmeriCorps’ funding for FY 1996.28

The President’s plan to expand AmeriCorps
by 33,000 volunteers over the next five years
by teaming with private organizations that
would be responsible for paying the
AmeriCorps living stipend while taxpayers
covered the cost of the college scholarship
will increase federal involvement in the phil-
anthropic sector unnecessarily. Growing
numbers of charitable institutions will be-
come dependent on the federal government,
designing programs to receive taxpayer-
funded subsidies through AmeriCorps.

The President’s planned literacy initiative
will do little to improve our failing public
schools. An additional $2.75 billion on top of
the nearly $302 billion the federal govern-
ment alone spends on education will not
teach American students the basic skills
they are not learning now.29 Pumping more
money into a failed system or drawing on
the efforts of tens of thousands of well-inten-
tioned volunteers will not compensate for
the inadequacy of the country’s schools.30

CONCLUSION

The Presidents’ Summit in Philadelphia
has drawn further attention to one of the
oldest traditions in the United States: vol-
untary community service. Nearly 90 million
Americans volunteer annually, offering 19.7
billion hours of service. These efforts are es-
sential to rebuilding American civil society
now that the ‘‘era of big government is
over.’’

The end of the era of big government, how-
ever, should not be seen as an excuse to
boost President Clinton’s controversial
AmeriCorps program. A recent General Ac-
counting Office study revealed that
AmeriCorps continues to be plagued by high
dropout rates and high costs. In short, the
federal government has no business paying
people to volunteer.
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IMPACT OF PRESIDENT’S FY 1998 BUDGET RE-
QUEST FOR $28 MILLION CUT IN VA RE-
SEARCH

The president’s FY 1998 budget request pro-
poses a 10.5% cut in the VA research appro-
priation. If enacted by Congress, this cut
would reduce FY 1998 funding for VA re-
search to $234 million, down from an FY 1997
appropriation of $262 million. A cut of this
magnitude—15% if the effect of inflation is
included—will require VA to make signifi-
cant changes in the program and future
plans including:

Reinvigoration of VA’s Career Develop-
ment Programs, as recommended by the Re-
search Realignment Advisory Committee
(RRAC), will be delayed indefinitely. For the
third year, VA will not be able to initiate
any new Career Development awards. See at-
tached Graph 1. Cut: 15 career development
awards at a cost of $2.5 million.

Plans for new research centers of excel-
lence will be terminated or delayed indefi-
nitely. Cut: 9 centers at a cost of $10 million.
These include:

Two Epidemiology Research and Informa-
tion Centers designed to provide VA with
much needed epidemiology research capacity

Three new competitively selected Diabetes
Centers of Excellence

Two new Centers for Rehabilitation Medi-
cine focusing on sensory loss and traumatic
brain injury

A new, competitively selected Health Serv-
ices Research and Development Center of Ex-
cellence

Phasing out one of four existing Environ-
mental Hazards Research Centers

Three hallmark cooperative studies ex-
pected to have a far reaching impact on med-
ical care will not be funded. Cut: $3 million.

A substance abuse research initiative re-
lated to nicotine and smoking behavior

Two cooperative studies comparing sur-
gical and medical treatments for heart dis-
ease

Other steps required to accommodate the
remaining $10 million of the $28 million cut:

15–20 new health services research and de-
velopment programs will be delayed.

VA will sharply decrease its investment in
developing medical practice guidelines, re-
ducing its ability to determine the most cost
effective methods of delivering high quality
care in the network environment.

Ten percent of existing investigator-initi-
ated projects will be terminated. The number
of funded projects will decrease from 1666 in
FY 1997 to about 1400 in FY 1998. See at-
tached Graph 2 for the impact on the number
of Medical Research Service projects alone.
This will lower funding opportunity for VA
researchers to an all time low of less than
15%—only 1 out of 8–10 approved projects will
be funded.

Administrative support for research offices
located at VA medical centers will be re-
duced by 10–15%.

Reduced funding opportunity will affect
VA’s ability to attract and retain high qual-
ity physician investigators for careers in VA.
Considering that 75% of VA researchers are
physicians who provide medical care for vet-
erans, the potential impact on VA’s ability
to provide the high quality care associated
with academic/research facilities may be sig-
nificant.

FOVA recommends full restoration of the
funds cut in the president’s request, plus $18
million in new funding for an FY 1998 appro-
priation of $280 million.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment.

First, let me address the amendment
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
TIAHRT] by way of the discussions that
the gentleman and I have had both in
the full committee as well as this
evening on the floor.

Initially, in the full committee, there
was a good deal of discussion about the
reality that there are some problems
with some AmeriCorps programs oper-
ating in the country, but also there are
portions of the AmeriCorps Program
that are working very, very well. For
example, the forestry services going on
in my district. AmeriCorps volunteers
have done a rather phenomenal job.

Essentially, the gentleman from Kan-
sas was saying to me, I think, that we
need to raise a flag that says if there
are programs here where taxpayers’
dollars are not being spent well, then
we either ought to stop that or, indeed,
we should try to find a way to improve
it. So his amendment essentially raises
that flag by taking half of the
AmeriCorps funding proposed in this
bill and putting it in an area of funding
within veterans medical research that
is very, very critical.

Now, beyond my comments about
AmeriCorps, let me say this about the
gentleman from Kansas, a new member
of the Committee on Appropriations.
There is not a member of our commit-
tee who has more effectively brought
forward the importance of the Persian
Gulf syndrome problem, the reality
that literally tens of thousands of vet-
erans are facing circumstances that
the medical community seems to know
a lot less about than they should know.

As of this moment, as a direct result
of his work, through a number of ap-
propriation subcommittees, I am not
sure exactly what the figure is, but we
are pushing something close to $100
million that is directed along a chan-
nel that will have us evaluating in in-
tensive form the Persian Gulf syn-
drome.

b 2145

And that concern about those veter-
ans who served is very well-taken and
very, very important.

Further, I want to say that while ear-
lier I was personally going to consider
just wiping out the AmeriCorps fund-
ing because we know at the other end
of this, before we get through con-
ference, before we get a signature from
the President, AmeriCorps is going to
be funded. The gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. TIAHRT] is mixing the best of pub-
lic policy with the best of reality
around here in terms of his amend-
ment. It is very helpful to the process,
and because of that I would suggest to
the Members that the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] has made a very
good point and should get their sup-
port.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words. Mr. Chairman, I rise to support
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
TIAHRT], my good friend, and his
amendment.

This is really about priorities of
spending in our government. It is about
two programs. And the idea behind
AmeriCorps, the idea of helping college
students, is certainly an idea that most
Americans would support. The idea of
encouraging volunteerism is certainly
an idea that most Americans would
support. But when we start talking
about the concept of paying people to
volunteer, somehow we lose something
in the translation. Once you receive a
paycheck for doing something, you are
no longer a volunteer.

This program is currently costing
$19,000 per student that it is attempt-
ing to help, and I would suggest that
the cost is out of line. I would also sug-
gest that the accountability is just
plain not there in the program.

We then look at a second program
and we have to ask ourselves, which
program is it more important that we
spend the money on? We then look at
our Persian Gulf war veterans and the
illnesses that they are facing and how
much research money is being spent to
solve the problems facing our Persian
Gulf war veterans.

And we have to conclude, as I think
this body will when we vote on this
amendment, we have to conclude that
our priorities here are wrong. Paying
people to volunteer, even if the work
that they are doing is good and impor-
tant, is certainly not as important to
our Nation as finding the root cause of
the Gulf War syndrome that is affect-
ing so many of our veterans in our Na-
tion today.

I rise to support the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT], my good friend;
and I sincerely hope this body makes
the right decision and passes this
amendment.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment once
again places an issue before Members
of the House regarding two very impor-
tant areas of concern, I think, of Mem-
bers of the House. Certainly all of us
support veterans’ programs in a great
respect and admiration for what veter-
ans have done for this country. And
many of us, such as myself, are veter-
ans.

At the same time, we recognize that
there is a very real need for programs
such as AmeriCorps, which happens to
be a program that the President of the
United States places a great deal of
priority on. In fact, I have before me a
statement of administration policy
which was received by us today, in
which the President states that ‘‘the
administration understands that an
amendment may be offered to termi-
nate the Corporation for National Com-
munity Service. The administration
would oppose any amendment to termi-
nate the corporation, as well as any
amendment that would eliminate the
corporation’s AmeriCorps grant pro-
gram. Were any of these actions be in-
corporated into the final bill presented
to the President, the President’s senior
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advisors would recommend that he
veto the bill.’’ The President goes on to
speak to other aspects of the national
service program.

This is a bill that, as we have already
stated on the floor earlier today, has
been a very difficult bill to craft. It is
one that the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS] and myself and other mem-
bers of the subcommittee spent a great
deal of time putting together, and we
hate to see it in any manner jeopard-
ized by any type of threat of a veto.

But I think it is important to look at
what some of the accomplishments of
the AmeriCorps Program have been.
Just in the 1995–1996 program year,
AmeriCorps has trained, supervised or
recruited more than 300,000 volunteers;
they have taught or tutored more than
500,000 children; built 1,200 houses; re-
habilitated 4,700 houses and apart-
ments; immunized 64,000 people; plant-
ed more than 200,000 trees; restored
more than 3,000 miles of shoreline and
river banks; cleaned up 3,500 neighbor-
hoods; enrolled 85,000 students in after-
school programs. They have counseled
more than 100,000 people in violence
prevention; established more than 3,000
public safety patrols; provided 1,100,000
people with health care information;
provided 32,000 people with employ-
ment-related services.

So AmeriCorps is not about vol-
unteerism; it is really is about service.
AmeriCorps has strengthened, not
weakened, traditional volunteer activi-
ties. More than 3 out of 5, 61 percent of
Americorps members have completed
1,700 hours of service and earned edu-
cation awards. An additional 17 percent
earned partial education awards. Only
22 percent earned no award.

One measure of success for the pro-
gram is the percentage of AmeriCorps
members who earned the education
awards. Nearly 4 out of 5, 70 percent of
AmeriCorps members have earned edu-
cation awards. Just recently the U.S.
Conference of Mayors passed a resolu-
tion supporting AmeriCorps.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STOKES. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the ranking member’s recitation
of the accomplishments of Americorps.
I think all of us recognize in the start-
up cost it was high, and it was an im-
portant new program with this admin-
istration. Obviously, there is a high
premium on it. I think the program is
working.

I would say that this amendment pre-
sents a dilemma for many of us. But I
think the impetus is clear. I do not
know, and I appreciate the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], the chair-
man, has provided and pointed out that
there is nearly $100 million for review
and research of gulf war syndrome.

Whether there is a program for the
extra $50 million, I do not know. But,
obviously, if there was, I would suspect
that the Committee on Appropriations
would have processed those requests

and considered it. In fact, there are
many quarters in this Federal Govern-
ment, unfortunately, where they still
seem to be in a state of denial with re-
gard to that.

And I appreciate our friend, the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT], has
taken the initiative to try and lead in
providing adequate funding. But the
bottom line is this: This takes $200 mil-
lion from the program, a program that
is working, a program where these
funds are necessary, where they are
helping in a variety of ways. I think it
has met its promise.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. STOKES, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. VENTO was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would continue to yield,
this eliminates and takes away the op-
portunity for young people to provide
service. And I might say that while
they get some modest compensation
and recognition, that it is nowhere ac-
corded the right.

Now in a different era, a different
time many could take off a year and
volunteer for service and do a variety
of things and get low compensation or
no compensation. But that is not the
era we are working in today, in terms
of people maybe have the altruism but
they do not have the economic where-
withal.

And this program provides and lets
people provide that type of volunteer
service; and believe me, it is volunteer
service when they postpone their voca-
tional plans for those 2 years. So I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

I think it is the wrong way to go. I
think if we need money for the gulf war
vets and the syndrome and the prob-
lems there, I would be happy to stand
up here with the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], my colleague, the rank-
ing member, and support it, but not on
the basis that is being offered in this
amendment.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.
Mr. STOKES. I appreciate the com-

ments of the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

I would like to make a couple of com-
ments, one in response to the state-
ment of the ranking member with re-
gard to the President of the United
States. His comment was in regard to
elimination of the program. The
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] is a reduc-
tion of the present program, so he is
not offering the amendment to elimi-
nate the present program.

One is, you have to cross a threshold
whether or not you eliminate the
AmeriCorps as a program. I think the
President gets himself in this
oxymoron about paid volunteers. He
ought to get away from the word ‘‘vol-
unteers’’ in the AmeriCorps program

and just sign up and said, yes, he be-
lieves in service and we want to pay
these individuals for these efforts and
service which have normally gone to
volunteers, and he should get himself
away from this oxymoron and the at-
tacks on the program.

I really do not care for the particular
program. In response to the comments
of the gentleman about the type of pro-
gram and all the good which it has
done, I also have to think about from
1993 to 1994 it was reported that 1,200 of
the paid AmeriCorps ‘‘volunteers’’
worked at the Department of Agri-
culture, 525 worked in the Department
of Interior, 210 worked in the Depart-
ment of Justice, 135 in EPA, 60 at the
National Endowment of the Arts; a
total of 2,800 were working at Federal
entities.

So that was pretty stunning to me
when I discovered that. Also to think
that the AmeriCorps spent $1.7 million
to a PR firm to work on their image.
So when I think about priorities deal-
ing within the restraints of a budget
agreement, this is very disappointing
in fact to me.

The GAO recently, I know the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] re-
ferred to the $19,000 figure, the GAO es-
timates the total compensation given
to each volunteer. I should not perhaps
even call them volunteers because
those that work in the AmeriCorps pro-
gram do not want to be called volun-
teers, they want to be called members.
So each member, it is $26,000. This fig-
ure has increased per cost to $33,000
when AmeriCorps’ high dropout rate is
factored in. That is a heavy price.

So when the gentleman talks about
the promise of AmeriCorps has been
achieved, all right, at what cost? And
then you say of this $33,000 per, what
could we spend those monies on better
with regard to how many Pell Grants
could you get out of that $33,000, or
other things? And you are right, some-
body mentioned this is about prior-
ities.

So when I think about the issue of
the gulf war illness, I do want to enter-
tain a question to the chairman if I
could for a second. Earlier he men-
tioned about $100 million has now been
appropriated for Gulf War illness. I am
a little confused as to this amendment,
if we are adding more moneys or re-
plenishing accounts.

If the gentleman would explain to
me, I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. I appreciate
the gentleman yielding. And when the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT]
first raised this question effectively in
our full committee, we were talking
about $20 million; and it came to our
attention that there was some $30 mil-
lion within the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security, at least $10 million in
Labor-HHS. If there is an add-on here,
that is additional.

But I must say, I do not know all the
accounts because I have not had a
chance to go through those in the last
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few days. But there is a growing level
of funding in which this issue and this
problem is being recognized, and it is a
direct result of the work that the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] is
about.

Mr. BUYER. Reclaiming my time, so
what you have earmarked, these mon-
ies will help replenish accounts which
take away from other funding require-
ments?

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, either
they are earmarked funds out of re-
search moneys, for example, there is
already DOD money, a pool of money,
and they designate some. We des-
ignated a portion out of research mon-
eys in this bill, et cetera.

Mr. BUYER. When you compare this
year’s budget compared to what the
President sent you, did the President
reduce his VA research budget?

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-
tleman would yield further, yes, the
President did. And as a result of our
work, we have beefed it back up and
there is significant adjustment upward
in the research budget.

Mr. BUYER. And you plused up the
budget over and above last year’s num-
ber even though the President reduced
his VA research?

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, by $33
million over the President.

Mr. BUYER. Let me thank the chair-
man for having done that.

I would share with the Members with
regard to the gulf war issue, whether it
has been in the military health deliv-
ery systems or in the VA, it has been
very difficult to focus them on this
issue. We voted here not long ago on
the issue of national defense. We spent
millions and millions of dollars, wheth-
er it is to buy tanks, we can debate
over B–2 bombers, we debate a lot of
things about military equipment,
hummers and a lot of other things, but
when it comes time to taking care of
those have borne the risk of battle, we
need to also step up to the plate and
take care of these veterans.

There are many, in fact, who are suf-
fering from multiple types of illnesses,
multiple causations, which is very dif-
ficult for us to understand, for the fam-
ily members. I applaud the gentleman
for his amendment, and I ask that all
the Members support this amendment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I rise in strong support of
AmeriCorps and wonder in terms of the
statement of the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. TIAHRT], who introduced the
amendment, where he said that there
was $3.6 million allocated, appro-
priated, in this bill with his chart for
Persian Gulf veterans. Let me assure
my colleagues that according to the re-
port put together by the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], our distin-
guished chairman, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], the ranking
member, on page 16 it says, and I

quote, ‘‘The bill includes earmarking
$20 million,’’ not $3.6 million.
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‘‘The bill includes language earmark-

ing $20 million of the funds made avail-
able for medical research relating to
Gulf War illnesses afflicting Persian
Gulf veterans.’’

Mr. Chairman, I strongly believe
after reading even more on this topic
that we need to make sure that we
take care of our veterans, World War II
and World War I, Korean, Vietnam vet-
erans and also our Persian Gulf veter-
ans.

Dr. Kenneth Kizer, the VA’s Under-
secretary for Health, said in his testi-
mony before Congress, ‘‘More than 90
research projects are in progress or
have been completed, and more than 30
individual projects are being carried
out nationwide by the VA and univer-
sity affiliated investigators.’’

If we need to do more, and we prob-
ably do, let us work together in a bi-
partisan way to make sure that our
veterans are cared for, and I will
strongly support that amendment. But
let us not pit two very important pro-
grams, AmeriCorps and the care and
concern and medical necessities for our
Persian Gulf veterans, against one an-
other in a very political way.

AmeriCorps in my district is doing
some great things. We have an
Envirocorps in Elkhart, IN. It is one of
the best AmeriCorps projects in the
country. It is doing a number of things,
to clean up streams and the environ-
ment, to revitalize city neighborhoods
throughout our community, to test
homes for radon gas, a host of things
that would not be done. They are work-
ing with the private sector, they are
working with volunteers in the com-
munity. They are leveraging the re-
sources throughout the community to
get things done and help other people.

That is not just in Elkhart, IN.
AmeriCorps has given 70,000 Americans
a greater opportunity for higher edu-
cation, taught over 380,000 students,
mentored 93,000 youth, tutored 118,000
individuals. They are all across the
country, spread out, helping others. I
would think that a Republican wants
people, as we do, not to just get some-
thing free but to do some work for it,
that is the concept here, personal re-
sponsibility, work in the community
and one gets an educational grant, a
stipend to go to school. It leverages
money, another good idea that we
would hope to share in a bipartisan
way, Republicans and Democrats.

We leverage the public money with
the private sector, helping people build
better communities in the environ-
ment, education, tutoring, making sure
children are inoculated, all kinds of
great things going on because of the le-
verage here at the public level that is
spreading out locally to each and every
one of our communities. I do not know
how one can be against that. I do not
know how we can pit two programs
that I strongly support against one an-
other.

I guess, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman,
I would say this. What are Republicans
saying about this program that help
young people, that help young people
at a time when we really need them
getting to college, when the college
costs in this country are soaring, how
are Republicans responding to this,
most Republicans?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ROEMER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ROEMER. Gen. Colin Powell
says, ‘‘AmeriCorps is doing a lot of
good things around this country. They
are leveraging other volunteers who
come in to work with AmeriCorps.’’

Gov. William Weld, a Republican
from Massachusetts, and I quote,
‘‘Every taxpayer dollar we spend on
AmeriCorps comes back threefold when
we add up the value of your innovative
ideas, your physical labor and all the
skills you bring to the workforce when
you finish your education. It is one of
the most intelligent uses of taxpayer
dollars ever.’’ Ever.

Now, I think that is where the main-
stream of the country is. Support pro-
grams that insist on personal respon-
sibility, that leverage dollars, that
help our young people afford education
and build better communities. This is a
program, AmeriCorps, that I strongly
support. I hope that we can work in a
bipartisan way to support both
AmeriCorps and our gulf veterans. I do
not think that we should try to pit
these programs against one another.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROEMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing. I would just say that absolutely
the gentleman is right. We do not want
to pit programs like this against one
another. Unfortunately throughout
this bill, that is the challenge of the
bill. We have program after program
that are vital to people, whether it is
the poorest of the poor in housing pro-
grams or otherwise. One person’s
mind’s eye view of what is enough
money for this program versus another
creates the difficulty.

I am not at all challenging what the
gentleman suggests. I think he also
knows full well that, before we get
through this process with the other
body, the conference, the AmeriCorps
funding is going to be there. So indeed
it is just a reflection of the discussion
this evening that expresses people’s
viewpoint. It is helpful but it can be
carried further than it need be.

Mr. ROEMER. Reclaiming my time,
and I respect the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, we have all kinds of opportuni-
ties around here to make priorities. We
had a priority to try to cut 0.7 percent
of the intelligence budget the other
day. This body did not do that. We had
the opportunity to cut B–2 bombers



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5284 July 15, 1997
that the Air Force does not want. This
body did not do that.

Let us not pit two good programs
against one another that we should be
funding when we have got some of
these other programs that the Defense
Department does not want, a space sta-
tion that does not work, when we are
finding the Mars Pathfinder does mar-
velous things up in space for $267 mil-
lion as opposed to $100 billion for the
Space Station. Let us get our priorities
right. Let us support our gulf veterans.
Let us support AmeriCorps.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROEMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas.

Mr. TIAHRT. I would suggest that
this amendment does exactly what the
gentleman is suggesting.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]
has again expired.

(On request of Mr. TIAHRT, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. ROEMER was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to yield to the gentleman from
Kansas.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I think
this amendment meets the criteria
that he is establishing here. It allows
AmeriCorps to move on.

I would like to remind the gentleman
from Indiana that AmeriCorps spends
about 11 percent of their budget au-
thority. They have been allocated $1.6
billion from this Congress since its
conception. They have only spent
about $300 million. With a reduced
budget as suggested here, we are able
to achieve both of the gentleman’s
goals, help the Gulf War veterans who
are suffering from this illness and
allow AmeriCorps to continue at a re-
duced size so that they can become
more efficient.

Mr. ROEMER. Reclaiming my time
from the gentleman from Kansas, what
I would say is there are plenty of
things we can cut in this budget.
Whether it is a Space Station, whether
it is a wind tunnel, there are a lot of
things that we have to make tough
choices on to balance the budget, and
we are making them.

I am supportive of a balanced budget,
and I voted for that in the historic bi-
partisan agreement that we brought to
this floor. But let us not always go
after the programs around here that
help people go to school, that help peo-
ple get a school lunch, that help people
get fed that are falling through a safe-
ty net. Let us make sure that the Gulf
veterans are taken care of, that
AmeriCorps, which is working with
personal responsibility, is funded, and
that we go after some of these pro-
grams that are not working nearly as
well as these other two good programs.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, in these difficult
times when we are trying to balance

the budget and establish the priorities
that this body must adhere to because
the American people adhere to certain
priorities, those priorities will fall
time and time again to our veterans,
those people who marched off to war
and many of them came back with gulf
war syndrome. I have a number of
them in my district, and my heart goes
out to them. I honor them and I re-
spect them, and my priority is with
them, because America should keep its
word to its veterans. They kept their
word with us.

It was Teddy Roosevelt that once
said a man who is good enough to shed
his blood for his country is good
enough to be given a square deal. I
think to increase research and develop-
ment to $25 million for gulf war illness
research is a top priority. I think it
must be done. For too long this coun-
try ignored the ravages of gulf war syn-
drome and ignored that it was a bona
fide problem that our soldiers came
back home with. Our veterans have
earned a square deal. They were prom-
ised a square deal. That is not what
they are getting with this appropria-
tions bill, unless we adopt the Tiahrt-
Chenoweth amendment.

How can we in good conscience spend
even a penny on pet projects, as worthy
as they may be, while our promises to
veterans continue to be broken?
AmeriCorps’ paid volunteers may work
on projects in exchange for pay and
scholarships, but what is their con-
tribution in comparison to the sacrifice
of our veterans? Veterans who gave up
freedom and endured the hardship and
bore the separation from loved ones
and all too often suffered terrible bod-
ily injury in defense of our freedoms in
the gulf war.

I urge my colleagues to take this
small step, keep our obligations and
our promises to our veterans. Show our
veterans that they are as important to
us as we and a free America were to
them when they gave so much to us.
Please support the Tiahrt-Chenoweth
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, since the
gentlewoman indicated that we ought
to put support for veterans ahead of ev-
erything else, can I assume that she
will vote for my amendment to elimi-
nate the pork project in Idaho so we
can add money to the veterans health
care budget?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I am supporting
my State and my commitment to my
State.

Mr. OBEY. So in that case the veter-
ans will come second?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman,
this is out of order because we are de-
bating another amendment.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I think this debate is
an appropriate kind of debate but not

necessarily comparing AmeriCorps
with the veterans. I think we all sup-
port both.

The irony is that the gulf war veter-
ans may have sons or daughters that
are in AmeriCorps, and in fact gulf war
veterans may qualify as AmeriCorps
volunteers, because it is a totally dif-
ferent program. It has to do with con-
tribution to the community for remu-
neration and a credit toward, whether
it is vocational training or academic
training. I happen to represent an area
in California, Fort Ord, the former
Fort Ord, which still has a military
property on it; and in that property, we
have the center for the gulf war syn-
drome calls. Anyone who has been in
the gulf war who thinks they may be
qualified for benefits, these medical
benefits, all of those calls from every-
where they are made in the world come
to that building. That building gets
them registered and into the process. It
is a good process and it is working.

The problem I think we have with
veterans and not just gulf war veterans
but veterans in general is that we are
not allowing for collaboration. If one
goes to a veterans clinic, the veterans
cannot take their family and children
to that clinic. We ought to be able to
let them do that. If one is over 65 in
this country and he is a veteran, he
cannot take himself or his spouse to a
veterans clinic. They have to go out to
a Medicare process.

The problem for medical care in
America for veterans is not just lim-
ited in here, and we do not do more by
isolating these moneys, by taking
them out of a good project and saying
we are going to put it in just to re-
search in an isolated area. If we really
want to help veterans, gulf war veter-
ans and all, we would do a much better
job of collaboration.

Let me tell my colleagues on that
same military base are a whole bunch
of AmeriCorps volunteers that are
helping clean up that base, and they
are working with the community based
organizations and they are doing a
very good job. Yes, they are getting
paid. I was a Peace Corps volunteer and
I got paid for being in the Peace Corps.
There is no free lunch in this process.
But they are not getting rich on this.

In fact, the author of this amend-
ment has had six AmeriCorps volun-
teers in his district, of which four fin-
ished. The Kansas Department of Wild-
life and Parks who oversaw the pro-
gram wrote a letter, and I would be
glad to give it to the gentleman and
submit it for the RECORD if he wants,
that says,

Without the assistance of AmeriCorps the
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks
would not be able to hire these young people
lacking the funding to do so. The department
can, however, provide raw materials, tools
and supervision.

The letter goes on to say,
The AmeriCorps and public would lose the

benefits provided to the natural resources
and outdoor recreation projects, and the in-
dividuals who would have been selected as
members would lose valuable opportunities.
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It goes on to say: ‘‘I hope you will
find that you will be able to fully sup-
port the continuation of the
AmeriCorps as a viable program impor-
tant to the American people.’’

This is a letter to Senator BOND, and
it is written by Bob Mayers, the Assist-
ant to the Secretary of Operations, ap-
pointee of the Republican Governor of
the State of Kansas.

Lastly, I think what is very impor-
tant here is that if we are going to
make some tough choices, I think we
made it last week, a week before that,
when we had a very close vote, and I
believe it was, as my colleagues know,
half a dozen votes difference on the B–
2 bomber, something that the Pentagon
has not asked for, something that the
Air Force does not want, and we voted
to commit ourselves to building nine
more. An estimated outlay or total
cost in the end is about $18 billion.

Now if my colleagues want to make
choices, and my veterans are just like
my colleagues’ veterans, they under-
stand these choices. They do not want
us to take away programs from their
sons and daughters, from their col-
leagues who may be wanting to go into
the AmeriCorps who want to pay off
student loans, who want to pay off edu-
cation. Robbing Peter to pay Paul is, I
think, a very injurious proposition, and
this is a bad amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate my colleague yield-
ing. I think the point I am really try-
ing to make here is to suggest to the
House that we are all on the same side
of this. The fact is my colleague knows
and I know before we get through this
process of the conference that
AmeriCorps is going to have its fund-
ing restored, we know that. What has
really happened though as a part of the
full committee discussion and here, is
suddenly there is a different attention
being paid to the Persian Gulf syn-
drome, which the gentleman’s district
should be very pleased with as well.

So at the end of the process we will
raise that to a much higher level of at-
tention; the gentleman’s district will
like that. But AmeriCorps will be fund-
ed at the other end, as my colleagues
know. Frankly it is important that the
public know that we are all on the
same side really in this discussion. And
as my colleagues know, we have a tend-
ency to fill all the time that is avail-
able regardless of whether we agree or
disagree.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I think the gentleman’s observa-
tions are very well made. I just dis-
agree with the author of this amend-
ment that the way of getting there is
to rob Peter to pay Paul. I think when
we rob an educational account to pay
for a medical account we have no gain.

Mrs. Chairman. I include the follow-
ing for the RECORD.

STATE OF KANSAS,
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE & PARKS

Pratt, KS, October 4, 1996.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER BOND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOND: I appreciate the ef-
forts of yourself, Senator Grassley, and Con-
gressman Lewis to examine the relationship
between USDA and the Corporation for Na-
tional Service regarding the AmeriCorps pro-
gram. At this time in America, it is critical
that government operate ethically and above
board, without the intent, act or perception
of wrongdoing.

However, as I am certain you will find, the
relationship between USDA, CNS and the
AmeriCorps projects administered at the
state level is reasonable and desirable. This
partnership allows rural Americans to per-
form needed community services for an hon-
est wage and broaden their potentials for the
future in the process. When these
AmeriCorps members have completed their
educations, they will be ready to take their
places as productive members of society,
with not only the class work behind them,
but also the experience earned in the suc-
cessful completion of their AmeriCorps
projects.

Without the assistance of the USDA and
CNS, the Kansas Department of Wildlife and
Parks would not be able to hire these young
people, lacking the funding to do so. The de-
partment can, however, provide raw mate-
rials, tools and supervision. Important
projects underway now, and others that
might be completed in the future, would die
without being completed. Rural commu-
nities would lose the employment options
provided by AmeriCorps, the public would
lose the benefits provided to the natural re-
sources and outdoor recreation projects, and
the individuals who would have been selected
as members would lose valuable opportuni-
ties. The language proposed by USDA cor-
relates to previous agreements, and fully
supports the principles under which
AmeriCorps was conceived, while ending the
transfer of operating funds from CNS to
USDA.

No additional funding is needed to support
the AmeriCorps program, and the positive
impact it makes is tremendous. I hope that
you will find that you are able to fully sup-
port continuation of AmeriCorps as a viable
program important to the American people.

Sincerely,
ROB MANES,

Assistant Secretary for Operations.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. First of all, I want to
just point out as the second ranking
Democrat on the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs I stand in a back seat to no
one in terms of standing up for our Na-
tion’s veterans’ needs, and while I ap-
preciate the efforts that the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], the chair-
man of this committee, has made in
terms of standing up for our Nation’s
veterans in this budget, and I think the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] de-
serves credit as well, I would like to
point out to those Republicans who are
beating up on the AmeriCorps program
today that according to their own
budget agreement that they passed
themselves earlier this year, they were
$2,230,000,000 under what this budget
does.

So while I appreciate the fact that
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations went back and found $2
billion, for people to stand up here and
make speeches on the floor of the
House saying they want to stand up for
our Nation’s veterans, go look at their
own rhetoric, go look at what their
budget that they passed did to the vet-
erans of this country. They are the
ones who led the fight to cut the veter-
ans programs, and now they stand up
here on the House floor and pretend
like they are standing up for our Na-
tion’s veterans. So in reality what they
can do is beat up on AmeriCorps, be-
cause what they really want to do is go
after President Clinton because he has
a program that encourages volunta-
rism in America.

And that is the truth of what this is
all about. This is just plain rhetoric
bashing, this is the same old, same old
stuff that we hear too much of. In fact,
if we are truthful and honest, I think
we go back to the original statement of
the chairman of the committee. He
said some very nice things; I heard him
when I was sitting in my office getting
ready to offer a couple of amendments
on the housing bill that is coming up,
and he said some very nice things
about the AmeriCorps program. The
truth is that of course like every pro-
gram, we have HUD programs that are
well run, we have HUD programs that
are not well run; we have programs in
the Pentagon that are well run and
some that are not so well run. We have
some AmeriCorps that are well run and
some that are not so well run.

But the truth and the fundamental
aspect of this is that there is broad bi-
partisan support, I believe, for both
AmeriCorps as well as for our veterans’
programs, and for us to sit here and
gratuitously go out and find a way of
offering an amendment that can just
go and try to bash the AmeriCorps in
order to pretend like we are standing
up for our Nation’s veterans is utter
hogwash, and I hope the veterans of
this country who are watching this de-
bate listen to the fact that there is
$2.230 billion, that is B’s, not M’s, bil-
lions of dollars that were proposed by
the Republicans that were not included
because of the work of the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I too want to rise in
opposition to this amendment, and
really, I think, there has been a great
deal of bipartisan effort on this whole
issue of balancing the budget, and I
think because of that I am very curious
about what is not only represented to
be an effort to cut the deficit, but also
what I would call bashing and pitting
one very deserving group against the
other.

Let us make it perfectly clear this
amendment eliminates the AmeriCorps
program, and for many who have de-
bated it and discussed it, for some rea-
son the involvement of the President
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seems to color the value of this pro-
gram, and I would simply take issue
with great respect for the gentleman.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentlewoman yield on
that point that she made?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. It may be
that the gentlewoman was not given
the information that the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] took up his
second amendment rather than the
first one. Because of that this amend-
ment takes approximately half of the
AmeriCorps funding and puts some of
it into veterans programs, and the bal-
ance remains, which allows us effec-
tively to go to conference where we
know it is going to be restored.

I do appreciate the gentlewoman’s
position, but I wanted the gentle-
woman to know that.

In the meantime, if my colleague
will, I wanted to mention to her that
we hope to get through this amend-
ment by the time I have committed to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] that we will close down by 10:30,
and that is not just for the gentle-
woman but for the other Members who
are here.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Re-
claiming my time, I hope I will be able
to capture the time. Mr. Chairman, I
do appreciate it, and I did know the
amendment that we were discussing, I
consider the amendment an elimi-
nation of the AmeriCorps for the very
reason that when we begin to juxtapose
moneys against one other, we are bash-
ing and we are eliminating.

I recognize that this is a modified
amendment, but this amendment, the
purpose of it is to eliminate
AmeriCorps. This has no intent to fund
our veterans. This is a purpose of, in
fact, causing anguish, causing ugliness
in this debate.

Let me simply argue on behalf of the
AmeriCorps program and the very val-
uable things that it does. First, I want
to take issue with those who say that
there are individuals who are in the
AmeriCorps program that do not do
their job, that there should be volun-
teers, that they should not be paid.
These are individuals who work very
hard in our community and, in fact,
are contributing in our community and
receiving an education.

I would venture to say that the
young men and women who are in the
gulf war would support the
AmeriCorps, and why would they sup-
port it? Because they are the equals of
these individuals who have come up to
hard times and are now seeking to give
to their country, but, as well, taking
advantage of an opportunity to be edu-
cated and maybe be back in step with
helping us to have more peace so that
we send less of our veterans or less of
our soldiers into places of war.

For example, in Houston the LA Vets
is sponsored by our AmeriCorps. What
do they do? They help homeless vets. I
would think that our veterans would

support the AmeriCorps programs that
do that. What else do they do in Hous-
ton? The Houston Read Commission,
the literacy AmeriCorps that helps to
bring about the opportunities for read-
ing in our community; English as a
Second Language, a program that is
extremely important.

But most of all, I think the dignity of
the AmeriCorps participants have been
attacked, and I take great offense in
that, for these are young men and
women who simply want an oppor-
tunity.

Yes, this is the President’s program
and the President’s opportunity. But it
is not the President’s vision. It is
America’s vision to give young people
the opportunity to climb up the rough
side of the mountain and, yes, stand on
top of the mountain.

I believe that this effort that is being
offered to take a few pennies here and
a few pennies there for two very good
programs is, as I started out in my re-
marks, an attack on AmeriCorps and
an attempt to eliminate AmeriCorps.

I would simply ask the question, if it
is going to be restored in conference,
why do we not do the right thing and
maintain the full funding of
AmeriCorps, work in conference to in-
crease the dollars for Persian Gulf re-
search and Persian Gulf illnesses, be-
cause I think that is a very valid con-
cern. Why do we not do it that way?
The reason why we are not doing it
that way is because the real intent of
this amendment is to bash AmeriCorps,
to eliminate AmeriCorps, and it has
nothing to do with anyone’s concern
about the veterans.

I support any effort to increase fund-
ing for veterans, and I would encourage
my colleagues to go to the conference
committee, work sincerely along with
the Senate to increase those dollars,
because we are moving along in a well-
intentioned manner, which is to bal-
ance the budget. I see no reason what-
soever to eliminate these dollars on a
very valid program that helps young
people do the right thing and achieve
their goals and aspirations.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to raise my
strong opposition to Mr. TIAHRT’s amendment
to eliminate AmeriCorps by using the tragic
situation created by gulf war illness. If the ad-
ministration had not taken steps to address
the need to recognize disabilities associated
with the illness and extended the length of
time veterans have to apply for benefits I
could see a need to increase funding for that
purpose.

This amendment to H.R. 2158 will eliminate
AmeriCorps, a much needed program and
thus deny the opportunity for many deserving
young people to attend college. The program
is simple, but it has had a significant impact
on the lives of people living in my Houston,
TX, district.

In the city of Houston, David Lopez, who
was employed as an AmeriCorps member last
year, worked to provide the inner city working
parents of latch key kids with supervised activ-
ity and play. They are not left to their own de-
vices, or worse, to the design of street preda-
tors who would lead these young lives in the
wrong direction.

For a year of volunteer service with Com-
munities In Schools, David earned a $4,725
scholarship toward college.

AmeriCorps is the one and only chance for
many of its participants to obtain a college
education. It has been under attack from the
early days of the 104th Congress for being in-
efficient. The truth is that among the numer-
ous independent studies in the past, including
the one by conservative ‘‘Chicago School’’
economists sponsored by three private foun-
dations, confirmed that investments in national
service programs are sound, yielding from
$1.54 to $3.90 for every dollar invested. In
fact, a 1995 GAO report concluded that
AmeriCorps almost tripled the $31 million
amount Congress directed them to raise by
raising $91 million.

AmeriCorps has played a vital role in com-
munities all over America. The 508,593 stu-
dents taught, and the 42,381 families left
homeless by natural disasters, and the
143,513 individuals provided health care
screening at clinics, VA hospitals, and other
health-related facilities and focus particularly
on children and youth are testaments to the
critical role this program plays in the lives of
people in need.

I would offer to my colleagues who are in a
rush to cut AmeriCorps that if they looked
around their districts they may find that
AmeriCorps is doing some very amazing
things for these few tax dollars.

For example, in the city of Houston, the Col-
laboration to Help Homeless Veterans uses
AmeriCorps members on areas of housing
and employment readiness to perform case
management activities and help homeless vet-
erans in the Houston area move toward self-
sufficiency.

The Houston READ Commission/Literacy
AmeriCorps provide literacy training and need-
ed support services while developing commu-
nity leadership in traditionally disadvantaged
locations of the greater Houston area. Edu-
cational activities include GED tutoring, Eng-
lish as a second language training, homework
assistance, and family literacy instruction.

Teach for America—Houston is another pro-
gram in the city of Houston which utilizes
AmeriCorps members in a project designed to
improve the educational achievement of un-
derserved school-age youth by providing stu-
dents with teachers having diverse back-
grounds and strong knowledge of academic
content. AmeriCorps members are assigned
teaching and leadership roles in inner city and
rural public schools.

I strongly oppose any effort to end this pro-
gram. I would ask that my colleague join me
in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, first, I want to thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES] on the VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies bill, a job well done.
There are lots of various issues that
they have had to work out, and I think
they are doing a tremendous job. My
admiration goes out to both of them.

I rise, however, in opposition, in
strong opposition, to this amendment,
a very sincere amendment on the part
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
TIAHRT] but one that I think is very
wrong. And I feel so strongly about it I
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was almost reluctant to get up because
I am almost afraid of what I might say.

I mean I hear people calling it the
President’s program, and yet the Presi-
dent worked very hard with Repub-
licans to make it a bipartisan program.
That is why, instead of it being a na-
tional program, one-third of the pro-
gram is decided nationally, and two-
thirds is decided by the States.

Republicans really did a good one on
the President, though, because when
we allow States to do their programs,
they are going to have good programs
and bad programs. So instead of having
a national program that, as my col-
leagues know, is pretty good, and no
one can find any criticism, we allow
States to be innovative. And so they
have a number of good programs, but
they have some that are not so good.
And when AmeriCorps finds out what
are the bad programs, they are elimi-
nated. So what we have is some really
excellent programs, and we have a few
bad ones.

I look in terms of where this money
is going. I serve as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Human Resources of
the Committee on Government Reform,
and we oversee the Veterans Depart-
ment along with HUD and the Edu-
cation Department and HHS, and so on.
We have had 10 hearings on gulf war
syndrome, and I think I can say with
some authority that the problem is not
funding of illnesses. The problem is the
VA and the DOD failed to recognize the
problem in the first place. It was not a
money issue.

We are going to spend in the 1998
budget $20 million earmarked for medi-
cal research in the VA HUD bill. We
are going to spend $78 million in DOD
budgets. We are going to spend $10 mil-
lion in HHS. One hundred eight million
is going to be spent on gulf war ill-
nesses in the budget that exists right
now.
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We have the money there to do the
work. The question is, is the VA and
the DOD going to spend the money the
right way? There we might have de-
bate.

Mr. Chairman, I represent the cities
of Stamford, Norwalk, and Bridgeport.
I have kids who are hungering to be of
service to this country. They are also
hungering to get an education. A great
Republican principle, I thought, was to
not give them something, make them
earn it. They earn it. They work at a
minimum wage.

Yes, we call them volunteers, even
though we call it AmeriCorps. I am a
Peace Corps volunteer. I got paid. I was
given a stipend at the end, just like
these volunteers who are doing service.
They are participants, no different
than Peace Corps volunteers, but they
are working at basically $4 an hour.
When they are done, unlike me in the
Peace Corps, when I had money set
aside that I could spend on anything,
all these individuals can do is spend it
on education.

So for me, Mr. Chairman, this was a
program that the President reached
out to our side of the aisle, made two-
thirds of it funded and decided by
States, and therefore brought in the
possibility that we could have some
bad programs, which we are quick to
criticize, and did not make it a na-
tional program.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to be
asking for a rollcall vote on this issue.
I accept the fact that our chairman of
this committee is going to try to work
it out in conference, and I accept the
fact that his logic said that, better to
keep some of the program there to be
funded and argued with the Senate.

But I just strongly, strongly oppose
those on my side of the aisle and
maybe a few on the other side of the
aisle who have targeted AmeriCorps,
because I think they are dead wrong. It
has been a tremendous program for my
cities in Bridgeport and Stamford and
Norwalk. I have kids who are being of
service. They are so grateful to be of
service, and to know that they can get
an education in the process.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I will make a very
brief comment. There are two or three
Members who plan to speak this
evening but who are going to be asking
for unanimous consent requests regard-
ing their position, so that we can finish
this amendment this evening and go to
a vote on the item, and then we will
take the balance of Title I up tomor-
row.

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
the requisite number of words. I rise in opposi-
tion to the Tiahrt amendment. My colleague’s
amendment gives us terrible options. I support
veterans and additional funding for Gulf war
syndrome. We should be engaged in expand-
ing AmeriCorps, not in its elimination.

Almost 4 years ago, when Congress created
the AmeriCorps program, we expected great
things from national service. The Congress ex-
pected AmeriCorps to help communities meet
their public service needs with real results. We
expected AmeriCorps to unite individuals from
different backgrounds in the common effort to
improve our communities. We expected
AmeriCorps to encourage its members to ex-
plore and exercise their responsibilities to their
communities, their families, and themselves.

Today, almost 3 years after the first 20,000
AmeriCorps members hit the field in over
1,000 communities across the country, the
Corporation for National Service and its
AmeriCorps program has met every one of
these expectations. And in many cases, it’s
exceeded them.

In my hometown of Houston, TX, 120
AmeriCorps members in the SERVE HOUS-
TON program serve 1,500 school children
daily in partnership with the Houston Inde-
pendent School District and the YMCA of
Greater Houston by providing in-school tutors
and after-school programs in 24 title I schools.

Our daily Club Learn and Serve after-school
program provides safe and structured activities

for 1,000 children who would otherwise leave
school for an empty home or the streets. The
program provides reading and homework as-
sistance, cultural activities, and service learn-
ing projects where school children learn to
serve their own communities.

SERVE HOUSTON receives cash matching
support for its AmeriCorps funding from lead-
ing corporations including: Shell Oil Co. Foun-
dation, Exxon, Enron Corp., Duke Energy, Ar-
thur Anderson, and El Paso Energy. In addi-
tion, it receives strong support from private
foundations and individuals. SERVE HOUS-
TON is truly a public-private partnership.

SERVE HOUSTON generates non-
AmeriCorps volunteers to serve the commu-
nity through its outreach to churches and syn-
agogues, college campuses, and public
schools. Nationally, each AmeriCorps member
leverages about 12 volunteers and generates
246 volunteer hours.

But AmeriCorps’ service in my community
does not stop there. The Collaboration to Help
Homeless Veterans is involved in several ag-
gressive outreach programs. The AmeriCorps
members not only go to shelters and get vet-
erans signed up for services from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, but they also go out
with mobile units and service those homeless
individuals that are under bridges and in the
woods. These AmeriCorps members assist
our homeless veterans to become self-suffi-
cient by providing educational and vocational
support; they help our veterans access medi-
cal and social services, and they build working
relationships with other service providers.

The decision on whether or not to continue
national service will tell us a lot about our-
selves. We should put partisan politics aside.
Let’s work together to continue to provide
young people an opportunity to help them-
selves, as they help our communities and
learn service as a way of life.

AmeriCorps has kept its promise to the
American people. The Congress should, too.

(Mr. SAWYER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong opposition to the Tiahrt amendment.
That notwithstanding, I want to thank the
sponsor for the opportunity to clarify the ad-
ministration’s work on AmeriCorps.

Early in the last Congress, there were many
Members expressing concerns about
AmeriCorps. The critics said that AmeriCorps
was plagued by cost overruns. So,
AmeriCorps and the Corporation for National
Service took the criticisms seriously. They
took immediate steps to alleviate the prob-
lems. Former Senator Harris Wofford, now
CEO of the Corporation for National Service,
and Senator CHARLES GRASSLEY announced a
10 point agreement to reform the AmeriCorps
program.

That effort made clear, enforceable commit-
ments to contain costs. It also resulted in an
increase in the AmeriCorps’ private sector
match from 25 to 33 percent of program costs.

Then, critics said that AmeriCorps was not
fulfilling its commitment to service and volunta-
rism. As the 10 point agreement included in-
creased collaboration with national non-profits,
special scholarships to reward voluntarism and
other efforts to increase occasional, or ‘‘week-
end’’ voluntarism nationwide, in addition to
long-term commitments to service. And in this
way, AmeriCorps responded to its critics by in-
creasing its volunteer and service efforts.
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Then critics said that the Corporation for

National Service was lacking in its financial
management standard and quality controls.
The Corporation responded by committing to
work with its Inspector General and Corpora-
tion’s auditors, Arthur Anderson LLP and Wil-
liams, Adley & Co. to correct its financial
weaknesses. Ted Sheridan of the Financial
Executive Institute also worked with the Cor-
poration to deal with these problems.

A year later, the Corporation is on the track
to be a model of responsible governmental
structure. It has hired a full-time Chief Finan-
cial Officer and it is in the process of installing
a new financial management system. By 1998,
it expects to have regular fully auditable finan-
cial statements and strict business controls.

Two years ago, critics rallied behind the cry
that AmeriCorps was a government program
fraught with management and financial prob-
lems. But AmeriCorps and the Corporation for
National Service responded, and today
AmeriCorps is a program of which I believe
we can all be proud, critics and supporters
alike. Unless of course, fixing the program
was never the real goal.

You see, despite its successes, we are still
having the debate over funding. That leads me
to believe that the motives behind the criticism
was never constructive, intended to produce a
model government program. Instead, the crit-
ics’ real goal was simply to defund or at least
cripple a program that has been a target of
theirs for years, no matter how well it is work-
ing today.

If that is the case, and I can hardly see how
it could be otherwise, I urge my colleagues to
reject this unfortunate amendment and to sup-
port a government program that helps to lever-
age private funds to tackle the difficult prob-
lems that face our youth, our communities,
and our nation, neighborhood by neighbor-
hood, where real effort can make a real dif-
ference in real peoples’ lives.

In closing, let me thank Mr. STOKES and
Chairman LEWIS for their work on this bill. I
take at face value his commitment to restore
funding in conference and for this opportunity
to clarify the constructive work by so many at
AmeriCorps over the past several years.

AUDITABILITY

THE CORPORATION IS STRENGTHENING ITS
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEMS

The Corporation is unique in that it is a
new entity comprised of pre-existing federal
agencies and commissions and their outdated
systems. The Corporation is methodically
strengthening its financial management sys-
tems to reach full auditability in compliance
with the new requirements of the Corpora-
tion Control Act, with action completed or
in the process of implementation on 97 out of
99 points raised by Arthur Andersen by May
1, 1997. Once that goal is reached, the Chief
Financial Officer will move forward on au-
diting current financial statements.

THE CORPORATION IS STRENGTHENING ITS
TRUST FUND SYSTEM

A subsequent report by Peat Marwick,
LLP (KPMG) will guide our efforts to
strengthen the Trust Fund systems. It pin-
points several weaknesses in the current sys-
tem—and we’ve already taken significant
steps to begin to address them.

THE TRUST FUND SYSTEM MIRRORS OUR
DECENTRALIZED STRUCTURE

Local program directors are directly re-
sponsible for certifying Trust Fund eligi-
bility within guidelines set by Congress. Our
experience and the KPMG findings indicate

that this reliance on local control requires
stepped-up federal oversight to ensure accu-
rate Trust fund records.

THE CORPORATION HAS TAKEN SIGNIFICANT
STEPS TO ADDRESS TRUST FUND ISSUES

The Corporation generally concurs with
and is committed to a methodical resolution
of the issues raised by the KPMG report. To
strengthen our Trust Fund systems, the Cor-
poration has already taken several major
steps, such as: updating the certification
process and incorporated an automatic sys-
tem rejection process to ensure all docu-
ments have been properly approved before
Trust Fund accounts are established; freez-
ing grant renewals until accurate certifi-
cation forms are filed with the Trust Fund;
developing systems to improve transactions
registers and maintain supporting data;
bringing accounting records to a current pe-
riod; implementing a number of major
changes to our segregation of duties within
the Trust Fund operation; developing and
implementing a revised payment system and
an automated interface of those payments to
our existing ledger system.

IT’S NOT UNUSUAL, BUT THAT’S NO EXCUSE

Many federal agencies are struggling to
meet the new financial management
auditability standards. The Departments of
Defense, GSA, IRS, even the U.S. Congress.
The Corporation is making every effort to
meet the new challenges—and has made sig-
nificant progress.

(Mr. HOEKSTRA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
GILCHREST) having assumed the chair,
Mr. COMBEST, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2158) making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Veterans
Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, for sundry independent agen-
cies, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE
COST OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 40003 of Public Law 105–
18, the Chair announces the Speaker’s
appointment of the following members
on the part of the House to the Na-
tional Commission on the Cost of High-
er Education: Mr. Martin Anderson,
California; Mr. George Waldner, Penn-
sylvania; and Mr. Jonathan Brown,
California.

There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF THE COMMITTEE ON STAND-
ARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable James V.
Hansen, chairman of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OF-
FICIAL CONDUCT,

Washington, DC, July 15, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing pursuant
to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the House, to
supplement the original notification by Mr.
Cole on June 3, 1997 that he had been served
with a subpoena issued by the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, the Bipartisan Legal Advisory
Group of the House of Representatives has
determined that the subpoena to Mr. Cole is
consistent in part and inconsistent in part
with the rights and privileges of the House
and has directed Mr. Cole to comply with the
subpoena to the extent that it is consistent
with the rights and privileges of the House.

Sincerely,
JAMES V. HANSEN,

Chairman.

f

EXTENDING ORDER OF THE HOUSE
OF MAY 7, 1997, THROUGH
WEDNESDAY, JULY 30, 1997

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the order of
the House of May 7, 1997, as extended
on June 24, 1997, be further extended
through Wednesday, July 30, 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands [Ms.
CHRISTIAN-GREEN] is recognized for 5
minutes.

[Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN addressed
the House. Her remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SAXTON addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DAVIS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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[Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the

House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SMITH of Michigan addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KUCINICH] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. KUCINICH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

S. 768—MEILI FAMILY RELIEF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of S. 768, legislation to provide per-
manent residency status for the Meili family.
This legislation would provide relief for the
family of a courageous hero who deserves our
gratitude and admiration. Mr. Meili’s actions in
Switzerland not only endangered his personal
safety, but also that of his family. We should
offer protection to Mr. Meili and his family to
ensure the truth is told regarding Holocaust-
era Swiss bank practices.

In January, 1997, Michael Christopher Meili
was on duty at a Swiss bank where he noticed
that employees were shedding Holocaust-era
documents. Meili reported the destruction of
documents, which is a violation of Swiss law,
and turned over some of these documents to
members of the Jewish community in Zurich
and to the Swiss police.

Subsequently, Mr. Meili was fired from his
job and investigated for violating Swiss bank
secrecy law. After receiving death threats, Mr.
Meili and his family came to the United States
in April on a temporary visitors visa. This visa
will expire in the near future, and we must pro-
vide special relief for the Meili family to protect
them. This legislation would provide perma-
nent residency status for the Meili family, as
they are not eligible for either a political asy-
lum or work-based visa exemption. I am
pleased that we are considering this critical

legislation in an expedited manner. We must
ensure that the Meili family and other whistle-
blowers are encouraged to tell the truth.

As a member of the House Banking Com-
mittee, I participated in two hearings on the
disposition of Jewish assets in Swiss Banks.
We heard testimony on the courage and de-
termination of Mr. Meili to protect these docu-
ments. Without these documents, it may be
difficult for Jewish families and their heirs to
determine the outcome of assets they depos-
ited in Swiss accounts. It is imperative that the
world learn the truth, heirs be compensated
and we put an end to this final secret of the
tragedy of the Holocaust.

I urge my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion and to protect the Meili family so the truth
can be known.
f

A CLARIFICATION ON THE TIAHRT
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2158

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, the
debate that we just concluded was
about the Corporation for National
Service. It was about the Tiahrt
amendment. As the chairman for the
oversight subcommittee, I just want to
share with my colleagues some of the
information that the oversight sub-
committee has uncovered over the last
2 to 3 years in dealing with the Cor-
poration for National Service. I visited
a Corporation for National Service site
yesterday. I met with some
AmeriCorps volunteers. I have no
doubt that they are doing good work,
they are doing good work in this
project.

But I think it is time to also take a
look at this agency. I have no doubt
that in the future, if AmeriCorps sur-
vives in 10 or 15 years, we would say
that without the Corporation for Na-
tional Service, we would not have vol-
unteerism in America, just like we say
we would not have arts in America
without the National Endowment for
the Arts.

But we have to recognize that we do
have volunteerism in America. It is
thriving. Volunteers in America are ac-
tive in all of our communities, making
heroic efforts to improve the quality of
life in their local communities.

Now let us take a look at the Cor-
poration for National Service. This was
an organization that I voted for in 1993,
believing that it could do well, that it
could make an impact, and reading the
document and reading what the Presi-
dent said about this program, believing
what the authors of that bill suggested,
that the Corporation for National Serv-
ice would become the model for Fed-
eral Government agencies, that it
would model its performance after the
private sector.

When I assumed as chairman of the
oversight subcommittee, we found
some very troubling things. Remember,
this is an organization that the
AmeriCorps portion spends about $400
million per year. What did we find? In

October of 1995 Arthur Andersen, a
major accounting firm, reported that
the corporation’s financial reports
were unauditable; listen, unauditable,
meaning that they had 99 management
control and accounting weaknesses, 33
of which they determined to be mate-
rial, the worst classification for a
weakness. What does that mean? It
means that the Corporation for Na-
tional Service could not tell us where
the money was going that we were
sending it, and what they were spend-
ing it for.

A follow-up report issued in Decem-
ber of last year noted that the corpora-
tion had not corrected 71 of the 99 iden-
tified management control and ac-
counting problems, this despite con-
gressional hearings and assurances
from Mr. Wofford and the corporation
that these problems were being fixed.

Now we find in a report that was is-
sued yesterday, so we have moved from
October of 1995 to July of 1997, and
where are we? Arthur Andersen in their
update states that the corporation has
again to fix 33 of the 99 material weak-
nesses. They also have an additional 9
other accounting or managerial weak-
nesses.

The bottom line, what does it mean?
It means that the Corporation for Na-
tional Service, the agency that was
going to be modeled after the private
sector, spending $400 million to $600
million of taxpayer dollars, cannot
produce auditable results for 1994. They
cannot produce them for 1995. They
cannot produce them for 1996. Now it
appears they will not be able to
produce them for 1997, and still with
major accounting weaknesses, as I pre-
dicted earlier, they probably will not
be able to produce auditable books for
1998. That is unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, a second problem is as
we have AmeriCorps volunteers, we are
trying to match up the education
awards with individual volunteers; a
brand new program, a brand new agen-
cy, and what happens? A report re-
leased by Peat Marwick 4 months ago
noted that the corporation has failed
to keep adequate management controls
and records relating to the trust fund,
the National Service Trust Funds.
What does this mean? It means that
the Corporation for National Service
does not have an accounting system in
place that will enable it to match up
young people who have worked in the
corporation, who have worked in
AmeriCorps, with their stipend. We are
now putting student scholarships at
risk.

There are other troubling activities
within the corporation. Mr. Huang has
worked at the corporation, or the ac-
tivities of his fund-raising have
reached into the Corporation for Na-
tional Service.

There are other questions about five
executives for the Corporation for Na-
tional Service that were kept on de-
spite the fact that their jobs had been
eliminated.
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There is concern about close to

$400,000 that the Corporation for Na-
tional Service has spent in training
and development funds. We are going
to be having hearings next week to
take a look at the $13 million that the
Corporation for National Service
spends every year in training and tech-
nical assistance.

There are fundamental weaknesses at
the corporation. This is not debating
whether the kids and the young people
are doing good work, but they are
doing it for an agency that does not
have good financial controls, and they
are doing it at a very expensive cost.
The average cost for an AmeriCorps
volunteer is about $27,000 per member.
f

b 2245

A GOOD PRIORITY FOR THE
NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILCHREST). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. TIAHRT] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
talk a little bit about the amendment
that just passed the House before we
closed business for this day because it
does establish a very good priority for
this Nation and for this Congress.

We, for once, for the first time, I
think, since the gulf war at least, we
have established that gulf war illness is
going to be a priority when it comes to
solving or finding a cure for this illness
that has been plaguing so many of our
gulf war veterans.

We did so by making a good com-
promise to what we had before in the
bill. What this amendment did basi-
cally is it took half the funding from
the National Service Corporation and
it transferred it to the veterans re-
search account so that we can focus on
the gulf war illnesses.

Let me tell my colleagues a little bit
about it. In Kansas, we have got sev-
eral people, quite a few people that are
currently suffering from this. I want to
thank first of all Dan Thimesch from
the 93d District of Kansas. Representa-
tive Thimesch brought this very impor-
tant issue to my attention and pro-
vided me with a lot of information on
what is going on in Kansas.

He told me about Sgt. David Janda, a
35-year-old father of three from Hutch-
inson, KS, suffering from blinding
headaches and a blistering rash. He has
had this problem for 6 years. It in-
cludes chronic diarrhea and joint pain.

He talked to me about Kenny
Schwartz of Great Bend who endures a
stabbing pain in his left eye and stiff-
ness in his joints. He has memory loss
and scarring rashes.

Now we find out in that in Kansas
that some insurance companies have
decided that this is a war-related ill-
ness and they are going to be denying
coverage based on a clause in their
health insurance contract that says
any health-related problems as a result

of war will not be covered by health in-
surance, so it leaves these people with-
out coverage. But now we have a way
of finding out a cure for these illnesses
because of the research money that we
are putting in place.

We are, in exchange, we are cutting
back on a program that is largely inef-
ficient and ineffective, AmeriCorps. It
is a troubled organization and it does
need to improve. And I hope through
the course of this debate that we have
had tonight, that Members are aware
that there need to be advances in the
way AmeriCorps conducts business.

Right now they are suffering a 39-per-
cent dropout rate across the United
States. They have unauditable books.
They only expend 11 percent of the
money that they are allocated by the
Federal Government. Since its concep-
tion, we have allocated $1.6 billion to
AmeriCorps. Out of that $1.6 billion,
only approximately $300 million has
been spent or set aside for their trust
fund for education that they have
promised to the people that have par-
ticipated in the program, the paid vol-
unteers.

That leaves about $1 billion, over $1
billion that has yet to be expended. So
if AmeriCorps was actually cut off
today and no funds were allocated by
this Congress, the 105th Congress,
AmeriCorps could continue for 5 to 10
years just on the money that they have
been already budgeted but not yet
spent because of their inefficiency.

So it is an organization that needs to
look at itself. I think they need to
evaluate the trends they are using, the
direction they are headed. Perhaps
they need to rewrite their vision state-
ment and come up with a more effec-
tive way of addressing the idea, the
concept that they had in mind when it
first came into service. It is this ineffi-
ciency, and in comparison to the great
need of this illness that gulf war veter-
ans are suffering from, that brought on
this decision that we have made to-
night of balancing the two.

The President is strongly in support
of AmeriCorps. It has kind of been his
pet program. And the amendment that
was put in place tonight does satisfy
the need that he has to have paid vol-
unteers in government service, and it
also provides a solution to the need
that we have for more research on gulf
war illness.

I think it was a good compromise
that was reached tonight. It was not
the original intent that I had when I
put the amendment forward, but in
this business it seems like sometimes
we have to come up with the best solu-
tion to the problem, the best solution
available that we have to the problem,
and I think that we have accomplished
that tonight.

I hope that this bill will pass when
we get done with the amendment proc-
ess at the end of the week, and that we
can have not only a solution for our
gulf war illnesses but also have a more
effective AmeriCorps.

S. 768—MEILI FAMILY RELIEF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I want to explain
my support for S. 768, and say why this pri-
vate bill serves an important public purpose.

In January, Christopher Meili made a simple
moral choice. When he found financial records
documenting accounts opened by European
Jews while the Nazis were in power, he could
have ignored them. He was a security guard
at the Union Bank of Switzerland, and he
could have followed orders. He could have al-
lowed the records to go to the shredder, to ob-
livion.

Instead, Meili made a choice. He gave the
records to Jewish leaders, to help them docu-
ment the problem of assets stolen from the
heirs of Holocaust victims. It’s true that theft is
less egregious than murder, greed less evil
than race hatred. But justice demands a reck-
oning, a settling of accounts. Christopher
Meili’s choice placed him on the side of those
against forgetting, in favor of justice.

Christopher Meili’s employer, the Union
Bank of Switzerland, acknowledged that an
employee had destroyed records in a regret-
table incident. But the chairman accused Meili
of having some other motive than morality or
compliance with a Swiss law mandating pres-
ervation of these records.

Christopher has also received death threats.
He has had to leave his homeland, with his
family. I support Christopher Meili’s moral
choice, and I support this bill.
f

ECONOMIC SITUATION FACING THE
NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. NEUMANN] is recognized for
half of the time remaining until mid-
night as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to talk about a situation
facing our Nation that brought many
of us out of the private sector a couple
years back and brought us here to
Washington, DC, in the first place.

Several years ago we made the deci-
sion to sell our business and take the
funds and use the funds to run for Con-
gress, because we were very concerned
about the growing debt facing this
great Nation of ours, a debt of almost
$5.3 trillion facing this country today.
And quite frankly, we were very, very
concerned about the broken promises
that had been made to this Nation time
and time and time again. We wanted to
see things be different in our capital.

This evening I would like to begin by
differentiating between debt and defi-
cit so that we comprehend that we
really have two separate problems
here. The first one is the deficit. The
second one is the underlying debt.

What has been going on now since
1969, for a full generation, since I was a
sophomore in high school, is that our
Federal Government has been collect-
ing tax dollars from the American peo-
ple and literally, one can think of it as
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putting those tax dollars into the big
government checkbook. And then they
have been writing out checks for all
kinds of different programs. Many of us
would call some of them wasteful, but
for many different programs they
wrote out these checks. They overdrew
their checkbook every year. That over-
drawing of the checkbook is called the
deficit. That is the amount of money
we spend more than what we take in
every year.

When we hear the conversation about
balancing the Federal budget, what we
are really talking about is getting to a
point where the number of tax dollars
coming in to Washington equals the
number of dollars being written out in
those checks to all of these different
programs.

It is almost inconceivable for most
families in America that for a full gen-
eration now this Government has got-
ten away with literally overdrawing
their checkbook year after year after
year after year, literally for an entire
generation. What we are really saying
here is that since 1969, every single
year the Federal Government overdrew
their checkbook; that is, they wrote
out more checks than what they put
money into it.

So what has the Government been
doing? That leads us to the second
problem. This overdrawing of the
checkbook, again, what is called the
deficit. What they have done is they
have literally gone and borrowed the
money that their checkbook was over-
drawn. So each year they write out
more checks than what they take in.
That is called the deficit.

Then they borrow the money to put
in the checkbook that they did not col-
lect in taxes. Over a period of time, as
would seem logical, they keep borrow-
ing more and more and more money
and just like in any family in America,
if you overdrew your checkbook every
week and you went to the bank and
borrowed some money, then the next
week came along and you overdrew
your checkbook again and you went to
the bank and borrowed some money,
then the next week came and this kept
going on and on and on, our Nation has
been doing this now since 1969. What
happens eventually is you accumulate
a pretty large debt. In fact, that is
what has happened in this great Nation
of ours today.

The debt facing this country today,
we can see from this chart just how
fast it has been growing. One can see
from this chart just exactly how fast
the Federal debt facing this great Na-
tion of ours has been growing. From
1960 to 1980 it is almost a flat line. The
debt did not grow very much at all. But
from 1980 forward the debt just started
climbing right off the chart.

What brought many of us to Wash-
ington, DC is, as we watched this debt
rise, we are about at this point on this
debt chart right now. The debt is a
very, very serious problem. The debt is
that amount of money that every year
when they overdrew their checkbook,

they kept going to the bank and bor-
rowing more and more and more
money, generally in the form of T-bills.
Eventually that debt piles up, and that
is what brought many of us here to
Washington, DC.

The amount of debt facing our Na-
tion today is $5.3 trillion. The amount
of debt facing our Nation, it looks like
this. It has a 5 and a 3 and a whole
bunch of zeros after it. But to many
people that number is so big, myself in-
cluded, that it is hard to comprehend.
So let me do what I used to do in my
math classrooms when I used to teach
math. I used to take the amount of
debt and divide by the number of peo-
ple in the United States of America.

What one would find, if they did that,
is that the amount of money that the
Federal Government has borrowed on
behalf of the American people is the
same as $20,000 for every man, woman
and child in the United States of Amer-
ica. Let me put that another way. The
Federal Government has spent $20,000
more than it collected in taxes basi-
cally over the last 15 years for every
single man, woman and child in the
United States of America. For a family
of five like mine, I have got three kids
at home and my wife happens to be out
here for a short time this week, but for
a family of five like mine, they have
literally spent $100,000 more than they
took in.

When they spent this extra money,
they just kept going to the bank and
borrowing the money. This is not a lot
different than it would be in any house-
hold in America today. If in your
household you overdrew your check-
book week after week and you went to
the bank and borrowed and borrowed
and borrowed until eventually the
amount of money that you borrowed
for a family of five added up to $100,000,
it is not hard to figure out that the
bank is going to ask you to do some-
thing about that $100,000. And, in fact,
what is happening in America today is
our families are being asked to spend
$580 a month to do nothing but pay the
interest on that debt that has been ac-
cumulated on behalf of a family of five.

Let me say that again. Every single
family of five or group of five people in
the United States of America today is
sending $580 a month to Washington,
DC to do absolutely nothing except pay
the interest on that Federal debt.

A lot of people go, ‘‘Well, I don’t have
to worry about that. I don’t pay that
much in taxes. I don’t have $580 with-
held out of my paycheck every
month.’’ But the reality of this whole
situation is, it is not just the income
tax that pays this $580 a month. Every
time a person in this Nation walks into
a store and buys something as simple
as a loaf of bread, the store owner
makes a small profit selling that loaf
of bread.

So when they collect that money for
the loaf of bread from our family, part
of that money is profit to the
storeowner. When the storeowner
makes a profit, of course, the Govern-

ment taxes that profit, and part of that
money that was paid for the loaf of
bread winds up out here in Washington,
DC.

The fact of the matter is this: When
the family of five in America today
looks at all the money that they are
paying in taxes through all the dif-
ferent parts of society where they pay
taxes, the gasoline pump, income
taxes, taxes on products that they buy
in a store, when they look at all the
taxes, that family of five is, in fact,
spending $580 a month to do nothing
but pay the interest on the Federal
debt.

Tonight we are going to be talking
about a bill called the National Debt
Repayment Act. What it does is it
starts addressing this huge problem of
paying off the Federal debt so that our
families will no longer have to send
$580 a month to Washington, DC.

Let me talk briefly about where we
have been in this Nation, what brought
us to this huge change that has oc-
curred in the last three years, and then
talk a little bit about the future.

Let me start with the past. I empha-
size, this is the past. The past is what
brought many of us to Washington, DC,
in the first place. I would emphasize
this is before 1995. There was another
party in control of the House of Rep-
resentatives and there was another
party in control of the Senate.

Things were very different back then.
In the late 1980’s, they started making
promises. They, the Members here in
Washington, DC, the Members that
were running this institution, they
started making promises to the Amer-
ican people.

Some may remember these promises
were called the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings Act of 1985. In the Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings Act of 1985, this blue line
shows what they said was going to hap-
pen to the deficit, what the people here
in Washington promised the American
people they were going to do to bring
this deficit down until, in fact, we had
a balanced budget in 1991. Again, a bal-
anced budget, that means they were
not going to overdraw their checkbook
anymore after 1991.

They made that promise to the
American people. They said logically
we cannot go on overdrawing our
checkbook every year, so they laid this
plan into place called Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings. The red line shows what they
actually did. This is what they prom-
ised. This red line shows what they ac-
tually did.

The deficits exploded, so instead of
keeping their promises to the Amer-
ican people and balancing this budget
by 1991, they said, well, we cannot keep
that promise. So what we will do is, we
will just try and hoodwink the Amer-
ican people. We will give them another
promise.

So, in 1987, they set out a new series
of promises and gave us another prom-
ise to get on a balanced budget, this
time by 1993. Only 2 years into the plan
or a year and a half into the plan they
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realized that they did not want to do
that either, because in order to get to
a balanced budget they would have had
to control the growth of spending out
here in Washington DC, and that they
did not want to do.

Again, I emphasize, this is the past.
This is before the American people
made a huge change in this Nation in
the elections of 1994. These broken
promises are part of what led up to the
changes in 1994. But this is not the end
of it.

It is not just these broken promises
of a balanced budget, where instead of
balancing the budget the deficit sky-
rocketed and they overdrew their
checkbook year after year after year
after year. That is not the end of it.

In 1993, they looked at this picture
and they said, well, we promised the
American people in 1991 and we prom-
ised them again in 1993, and it is obvi-
ous we are not going to get the job
done. So what they did out here in this
city angered Americans again. They
said, the only thing we can do is raise
taxes on the American people. We do
not have it within ourselves to control
the growth of Government spending.
Instead what we will do is raise taxes
on the American people.

So, in 1993, we saw the biggest tax in-
crease in American history. How much
are we talking about here? Well, the
gasoline tax went up. Every time you
fill your car up with gasoline, they
tried to convince us that it was a tax
increase only on the rich, but you were
rich if you stopped at the gas pump and
filled your car up. It was an increase in
the Social Security tax.

So, in 1993, and again I emphasize
this is before the American people
changed what was going on, in 1993 we
had a series of broken promises. And
they concluded in this city that the
way to solve this problem is to reach
into the pockets of the American peo-
ple, take more money out and bring it
out here to Washington, because they
thought that the Members here in
Washington knew how to spend the
people’s money better than the people
did themselves.

b 2300

So they raised taxes. So here we are.
This is pre-1994 and pre the American
people changing this institution.

We had broken promises of a bal-
anced budget, we had the biggest tax
increase in American history and the
American people changed it. The peo-
ple in Washington did not change it,
the American people changed it. What
they did was they turned over the Con-
gress. They put a new group of people
in control here in Washington, DC, and
things are very different from 1995.

With that discussion, I want to go
into the present. I want to call the
present from 1995 to where we are right
now, today, and just look at exactly
how different the present is from this
picture of the past. Again the picture
of the past, the failed promises of
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings that were to

balance the budget, and the tax in-
creases of 1993.

Let us just look at how much things
have changed. We are now in the third
year in Washington. Right now we are
in the third year of a 7-year plan to
balance the Federal budget. In 1995 we
promised the American people again
that we would reach a balanced budget
by the year 2002. Many people heard
about this. What has not been reported
to the American people very well is
what kind of progress is being made on
this promise, because it is very dif-
ferent than Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

It amazes me that here in Washing-
ton the people that seem to have trou-
ble understanding why it is the Amer-
ican people out there are so cynical
and so angry at this institution. Well,
the reason they are angry is because of
those failed promises of the past and
the conclusion that the right way to
solve problems is to reach into the
pockets of the American people and
take out more money.

Then 1995 came and we had a dif-
ferent theory. The theory went like
this. Instead of reaching into the pock-
ets of American people and bringing
more money to Washington, why do we
not curtail the growth of Government
spending in Washington? Why do we
not let the people keep more of their
own money?

Here is what happened. We did cur-
tail the growth of spending in Washing-
ton, and when we curtailed the growth
of spending, that meant that Washing-
ton borrowed less money. When Wash-
ington borrowed less money out of the
private sector, that meant there was
more money available. With more
money available in the private sector,
the interest rates stayed down.

And there is where it gets to be very
non-Washington. When the interest
rates stayed down, our families could
afford to buy a home and a car, and
they did. They bought the American
dream. They started living the Amer-
ican dream again. When they bought
more houses and cars, of course that
meant people had to go to work build-
ing the houses and cars. And when peo-
ple went to work building the houses
and cars, of course, that meant they
left the welfare rolls and started pay-
ing taxes in.

How is our plan working? I think
that is what we need to look at here.
How different is 1997 and the first 3
years of this new group of people in
control of the House of Representatives
and the Senate? How different really is
it? Well, we are in the third year of a
7-year plan to balance the budget. It is
not like the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
and the failed promises.

The chart I have here shows the 1996
promise. Remember, we put this to-
gether in 1995, starting with fiscal year
1996. We promised the people that our
deficit would not be taller than this red
column, would not be greater than $154
billion. Well, 1996 came and went, and
actually the deficit dropped to 107. The
blue column shows the actual deficit.
The red column shows the promise.

I hope that everyone watching can
see the difference between this and
what was promised in the past. We are
not only on track in 1996 but we are
also ahead of schedule.

Well the second year came, and we
are now pretty much through the sec-
ond year and into the third year. The
second year, we promised the American
people the deficit would not be bigger
than this red column. We are not only
on track again, but we are well ahead
of schedule; as a matter of fact, $100
billion ahead of schedule.

We are now in the third year, and
that is what is currently being dis-
cussed out here in Washington. When
folks hear about the balanced budget
plan, it is now a 5-year plan, or even
getting to a point where people talk
about a 4-year plan. We are now in the
third year of this 7-year plan to bal-
ance the Federal budget, and I would
point out again that the red column is
what was promised the American peo-
ple. The blue column is where we are
actually at.

I hope that the contrast here between
the promises of the past that were bro-
ken before 1994 and before the people
that came in 1995, I hope it is clear
that this new ownership of the Amer-
ican people of this institution, and it is
ownership of the American people that
is what this body is supposed to be all
about, that the new group of people
that the American people sent out here
to run this place are not only on track
keeping their promises to balance the
Federal budget in a 7-year plan, they
are significantly ahead of schedule.

Folks, the time has come to recog-
nize that this new group of people that
is running the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate is a tribute to the
American people, not the people that
are here, because the American people
sent this new group out here, but they
sent them here dead serious about bal-
ancing the budget. They sent people
like myself with no previous political
experience, never held an office before
in my life, but we knew and under-
stood, if we made a promise to the
American people we better keep it, be-
cause that is what this is all about.

We are in the third year of this plan
now, the third year of the plan to bal-
ance the Federal budget. We are not
only on track, but we are ahead of
schedule. But there is another very
stark contrast we should draw the at-
tention of the American people to, and
that other stark contrast is the fact
that in 1993 they were raising taxes.

We are now at a point in our plan
where we have curtailed the growth of
Government spending to a point where
we both are going to balance the budg-
et, probably much sooner than the year
2002, but we can lower taxes on the
American people. And that is what we
are in the process of doing.

Now, this is Washington, so we have
begun a heated debate here about
whether or not we should lower taxes
on people who do not pay income taxes,
and that is an interesting debate. But
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when I get back to Wisconsin and I ask
folks if they really think people that
are not paying income taxes ought to
receive an income tax cut, most of
them start laughing, because out there
that does not make a lot of sense.

Like our debate on AmeriCorps this
evening, where we are paying people to
volunteer, some folks start to ask the
question, If we are paying people to
volunteer, is it still really volunterism
or is it a real job? But we will leave
that to another date and time to begin
that discussion.

The point is we are in the third year,
ahead of schedule, and we are in the
process of undoing what was done in
1993 with the biggest tax increase in
history. So the new group is on track
to balance the budget, and we will get
there not only before the year 2002, but
we are also lowering taxes.

I want to spend a few minutes talk-
ing about how those taxes are going
down, but first I would like to yield to
my good friend from Michigan [Mr.
HOEKSTRA], and perhaps he would like
to debate or discuss tax cuts, because I
think they are good news for all of
America.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I do
not know if I have ever debated my col-
league from Wisconsin. Too often I find
myself in agreement with my good
friend from across the lake.

I just wanted to reflect on the num-
bers that the gentleman has been lay-
ing in front of us tonight. Number one,
the significant progress that we have
made over the last 3 years, where there
is talk about getting to a surplus budg-
et much sooner than the year 2002,
which I think will be wonderful.

We are also going through this proc-
ess to reduce taxes, and we will have in
place a plan to save Medicare. And so
we are doing many of the right things.

I think the other thing that we need
to be talking about, and I know the
gentleman wants to talk about tax
cuts, but also about how we are spend-
ing the money. The gentleman brought
up AmeriCorps. There is still tremen-
dous opportunity to improve Washing-
ton. We have gotten spending under
control but we have not gotten effec-
tiveness and efficiency under control.

Mr. NEUMANN. That is very true,
and I brought another chart with me.
This is somewhat surprising to many of
the American people. They have heard
so much about these draconian cuts
that are being made here in Washing-
ton, DC, that when I show them this
chart, it kind of is staggering, in fact,
of what is actually still happening here
in Washington.

Before the Republicans took over in
1995, spending was going up at a rate of
5.2 percent on an average basis for the
last 7 years. Remember, inflation is
now at around 3 percent or 21⁄2 percent.
So it was going up at almost twice the
rate of inflation. Since the Republicans
took over, there has been about a 40-
percent reduction in the growth of
spending.

But is spending still going up? Yes,
Government spending is still going up,

and the blue shows the first 7 years of
the Republican control. It is still going
up at 3.2 percent. So have we com-
pletely curtailed or cut Government
spending? We have not cut Government
spending. We have curtailed the growth
of Government spending. Government
spending is not going up as rapidly as
it was before.

But when we have this discussion
about can we still find many areas of
Government that are not efficient,
where we are wasting or not spending
money as wisely as we could? I think
the answer is very, very clear. We still
have Government spending going up
faster than the rate of inflation. Some
of us would prefer not to see that, but
I do think it is important while we
make that point, that we also recog-
nize that great progress has been made.

We have slowed the growth of Gov-
ernment spending by about 40 percent
in our first 2 years of control and that,
in fact, is what has led to this other
picture, where we are not only meeting
the targets that we promised the
American people, but the actuals, the
blue columns, are actually lower than
what was promised. That is to say the
deficit is significantly lower than what
was promised the American people.

The reason for that is that we have
been successful in curtailing this
growth in Government spending. There
is still plenty of opportunities. Maybe
the gentleman from Michigan would
like to point out a couple of those.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I would love to.
Here we go again, I am sure someone is
thinking this. Last week we did the de-
bate on the National Endowment for
the Arts. We on our side of the aisle
had a very good proposal to keep the
money in the arts but to attack the in-
efficiency.

I chair the oversight subcommittee.
This is an agency that spends $99.5 mil-
lion a year. Only in Washington is that
considered not much money. Back in
my district that would be a very nice
medium-sized company employing 600,
700 people, paying them a good wage.
But here in Washington it is not a very
big program.

When people from Wisconsin or
Michigan send that first dollar to
Washington for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts, the first 20 cents
goes to bureaucracy and overhead, even
though the first 35 percent of the
money they hand out is by formula. We
could hire an AmeriCorps volunteer for
$27,000 a year, and in the morning they
could write out the 50 checks that take
care of the 35 percent of the money and
then we could find something else for
that person to do for the rest of the
year.

The first 20 percent goes to overhead,
35 percent gets formula block granted,
which we wanted to continue, and then
25 percent of the money goes to one
State. Are all the arts concentrated in
one area and 143 congressional districts
get nothing?

All we said is we want to get rid of
the bureaucracy. We want to block

grant the National Endowment for the
Arts money, get rid of the Washington
establishment, save that $20 million
and take the rest of the $80 million,
block grant it to the States for their
State grants, because local people
know better how to support the arts in
their community, and then fund it for
arts education. That was one oppor-
tunity.

AmeriCorps is another great one.
This is an organization that spends $600
million of our money and cannot keep
its books. It does good work. I mean
the young people in that program do
good work. They should. The average
cost is $27,000 per year.

Mr. NEUMANN. Are they working
full time as they are volunteering at
$27,000 a year?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. At the cost of
$27,000 a year, they are required to
serve 1,700 hours.

Mr. NEUMANN. So about three-quar-
ters.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. About three-quar-
ters time. A full-time person is work-
ing about 2,000. So somewhere between
three-quarters and a little more than
that.

Mr. NEUMANN. So the gentleman is
saying for $27,000 a year of cost per vol-
unteer, do I have that right, $27,000 per
volunteer? In Wisconsin we usually
think of voluntarism as something
someone does because they think it is
good for their community, but that
cost, they are still not even working a
full-time 2,080 hours a year.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The gentleman is
correct. And the disappointing thing
here is, and I met with some
AmeriCorps volunteers in my district
yesterday, and I think they do good
things and they will hear me talking
tonight and saying they are costing
$27,000, did he not understand we are
not getting that money? I know what
they are getting paid and what they
are getting. The bureaucracy and the
overhead and the Washington estab-
lishment and all that, that is the big
sucking sound, sucking this money
away from these kids, away from this
program.

What we have to take a look at is
that this is an inefficient way to do
what we want to get done. It may be a
valiant effort, but when the total sys-
tem is costing us $27,000, the least we
can do, and the least the people on the
other side of the aisle can do is join
with us and say, number one, the books
are not auditable, we should put in a
requirement that their books ought to
be auditable. We ought to know where
the money is going.

We ought to sit down and have a de-
bate, not a debate, because this will be
a discussion, how do we get the cost to
be more realistic and more effective so
that either more young people can par-
ticipate or we can give some of the
money back to the American people in
tax reduction or we can start paying
down the debt.

Mr. NEUMANN. Is this not sort of a
picture of what really is going on out
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here in Washington right now? We are
looking at these programs and we are
finding that in Government spending
so much of it is eaten up by this Wash-
ington bureaucracy and the dollars are
not actually getting out to the people
they are designed to help; that the cost
is astronomical for what winds up
being a very small help out there.

In fact, would these folks not be bet-
ter off, would the people of America
not be better off if, instead of bringing
the money out of their pockets down
here to Washington and letting the
Washington people spend it, if we just
let them keep their own money in their
own pocket? Would that not be a much
better way to handle the situation?

b 2315
Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman

would yield, we have had this discus-
sion back and forth for the last 3 years
or for the 21⁄2 years that you have been
here in Washington. But I know that
21⁄2 years ago, we had the discussion on
welfare reform. And now that we have
passed welfare reform where we actu-
ally empowered States, I was a little
nervous about bringing up National
Endowment for the Arts and
Americorps because those were such
lightning rods.

But let us talk about some issues
that we implemented. Welfare. Remem-
ber when we came down here last year
and we said in the welfare bill, let us
just give Wisconsin the waiver that it
wants. Because the person in HHS or
wherever who probably does not know
what a cheese head is, maybe knows
that the Green Bay Packers won the
Superbowl.

Mr. NEUMANN. Wait a minute. Wait
a minute. Would the gentleman yield?
Everybody knows that the Green Bay
Packers won the Superbowl. Everybody
knows that they are headed back there.
Everybody knows that the great Gov-
ernor Tommy Thompson has been
largely leading the way on welfare re-
form, where we in Wisconsin say, if you
are able to work, you have a respon-
sibility to take responsibility for your
own life and go into the workforce.
That has been led by Governor Tommy
Thompson.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. And it has been led
by Tommy Thompson. We talked about
this issue last year; and we said, just
let the governor and just let the State
legislature in Wisconsin do what they
feel needs to be done and what is going
to work in Wisconsin.

Because what do the people here on
Independence Avenue know about what
needs to be done in Milwaukee or
Green Bay or Madison? The legislators
in Wisconsin, who are closer to the peo-
ple than what you and I are, they are
going to do what is right for their
State. So we finally passed welfare re-
form flexibility. Surprise of all sur-
prise, what is happening? All the re-
ports coming back are saying this ap-
pears to be working.

Mr. NEUMANN. If the gentleman
would yield, you really hit on some-
thing that is so important there. What
is there that would lead the people to
believe that somehow, some way, just

because you live here inside the Belt-
way in Washington, DC, you know
what is best for the people in the State
of Wisconsin.

The welfare reform is a classic exam-
ple. In Wisconsin they had a debate for
about 18 months how this welfare re-
form should be done. And they wound
up with the majority of the Democrats
and virtually all of Republicans voting
for a welfare reform bill in Wisconsin.
And guess what they found out if they
passed it? After the people of Wisconsin
debated it for 18 months, the vast ma-
jority in both houses supporting it,
both sides of the aisle supporting it,
they then had to somehow come out
here to Washington, DC, and ask for
permission to implement the program.

That is the heart and soul of what is
wrong here. People in Wisconsin know
what is best for people in Wisconsin.
The solution in Wisconsin may not
work at all in New York or it may not
work in California, but the folks in
Wisconsin know what is best for them
and they should be given the privilege,
the responsibility, the right to do as
they see best for themselves.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
would yield, when we go back and re-
flect, and I also want to move on to
education, but when we reflect back on
the welfare debate, when we checked,
and I think there were States that had
requested waivers for Health and
Human Services, they had requested
waivers from the bureaucrats in Wash-
ington to do what they wanted to do in
their State because they thought it
was going to help their citizens, some
of those waivers I believe had been sit-
ting there for 24 or 36 months. So you
have States, Governors, you have legis-
lators in these States who are trying to
help their citizens get off of welfare to
work, restore dignity to themselves
and their families, and we have got bu-
reaucrats here in Washington saying,
we really do not know if that is the
right thing to do in Wisconsin. We bet-
ter study this. As a matter of fact, we
better study it for 24 months.

Mr. NEUMANN. If the gentleman
would yield, would not my colleague
say the same thing is true in edu-
cation? Do we not want the parents of
the children to be actively involved in
the education of their kids, and do we
not want the communities where those
parents and children are to make deci-
sions on how we can best educate the
kids and what it is those kids should be
learning in their hometowns, in their
own homes, and in their own commu-
nities? Is that not what we should be
doing with education?

And what is there again that would
lead us to believe that somehow if you
manage to get a job inside the Beltway,
you become so much wiser than the
parents and the people in that commu-
nity out there? What is there that
would lead us to believe that the folks
here in Washington, and there are good
people out here, but why would we
think that they know how to better
educate our kids than the people back
home in our communities and our own
homes?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
would yield, I have been working on a
project which we call At a Crossroads.
Last year we asked the simple ques-
tion, when Washington defines ‘‘edu-
cation,’’ what does it mean? It came
back, the Washington definition of
‘‘education’’ when we asked the execu-
tive branch, 760 programs. And you say,
boy.

Mr. NEUMANN. How many pro-
grams?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Seven hundred
sixty.

Mr. NEUMANN. Now I have got to
ask the gentleman a question on this.
Do these programs run themselves?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. No. We have a bu-
reaucracy here in Washington, it may
not be that big, it is less than 5,000 peo-
ple. But only again in Washington is a
bureaucracy with 5,000 people a small
bureaucracy.

We met with the governor of Wiscon-
sin, Tommy Thompson. We talked
about education. Forty percent of your
employees in the State Department of
Education are paid for by Federal dol-
lars. So the Department of Education
has actually been pretty smart. They
only have 5,000 in Washington. But
what they have done is they have fil-
tered it out so that I think in Wiscon-
sin it is 40 percent of the employees of
the department are paid by Federal
funds. I think in Michigan it gets as
high as 60 percent. So they farm team
their employees out to do Federal
work.

But the key point here is, you go,
wow, am I glad, we have got 760 pro-
grams. That was a good thing that in
1979 they created the Department of
Education so that they could coordi-
nate all 760 of these programs. Right?
And you take a look at it and say, wait
a minute, all these programs do not go
through the Department of Education.
They go through 39 different agencies.
And say not only that, this is a big
number. They spent $100 billion per
year. That is the Washington definition
of ‘‘education,’’ 760 programs. You got
a problem? Throw a program at it,
throw a bureaucrat at it, throw some
dollars at it and we will fix it. That is
not how it works.

The other thing that we have done,
and I think we are going to be in Wis-
consin for hearings later this year, but
we have been in California, in New
York, in Cincinnati, we have been in
Arkansas, we have gone around the
country taking a look at what is work-
ing in education, comparing that to the
Washington picture of bureaucracy, pa-
perwork, every dollar you send to
Washington, maybe 65 cents gets back
to the classroom. What works. Paren-
tal control, local flexibility.

The best example that I have is
Evonne Chan, who the President has
highlighted, Evonne Chan. She runs
Lavonne Charter School in Los Ange-
les. She was a principal in a public
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school. There are a lot of public
schools. I lost my beard because of a
great public school in my own district,
who went on to become the national
champions of the science olympiad.
Great work. But in L.A., within the
L.A. Unified School District, she said,
when I was a public school principal, I
had to worry about the three B’s. You
say, Evonne, what are the three B’s?
She said, I had to worry about busing,
budgets, and the buts. And you you
say, what are the buts? She said every
time I had an innovative idea, I wanted
to do something for the kids that was
a little bit out of the ordinary, I went
to the L.A. Unified School District and
said, these are my kids, they have got
special needs, I would like to do this;
and they would say, yeah, but if we let
you do this, everybody will have to do
it.

Mr. NEUMANN. If the gentleman
would yield, they are going to tell us
we are out of time very shortly, and I
just want to bring it back because the
‘‘yeah, buts’’ is what has been going on
in this city in the past. When you look
back at Gramm-Rudman-Hollings and
the failures to keep their promises and
when you look back at the tax in-
creases of 1993, yeah, but we cannot
control Washington spending, it is easi-
er to take the money away from the
people.

Until we got a new group and we have
been concentrating here in the present
and all these good things that are
going on, as we talk about change in
education, as we talk about welfare re-
form, and we talk about being in the
third year of a 7-year plan to balance
the budget, we are on track, ahead of
schedule, reducing taxes for the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I want to thank the
gentleman for the time in doing the
special order, and I want to reinforce.
It is about the numbers. We are still
spending over $1.6 trillion dollars a
year.

Now we have got to make sure that
the dollars that we are spending, we
are getting optimal results for that
spending. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. NEUMANN. In wrapping up this
evening, I would just like to very brief-
ly focus on the future, because we
talked about the past and the failed
promises and higher taxes and we talk
about the present and how the new
group that is here since 1995 is on track
and ahead of schedule and taxes com-
ing down.

The future includes us also dealing
with the debt that has been run up over
the last 15 areas. And later this week,
we will be introducing a bill called the
National Debt Repayment Act. The Na-
tional Debt Repayment Act would lit-
erally pay off the entire Federal debt
by the year 2026. It simply says that
after the budget is balanced, we cap the
growth of Government spending at a
rate 1 percent lower than the rate of
revenue growth and that will create a
surplus. Of this surplus, one-third gets

used for additional tax cuts, two-thirds
goes to repay the Federal debt.

What a nice thought it would be to
pass this Nation on to our children
debt free by the year 2026. Of course, as
we repay the Federal debt, we are also
putting the money back into the Social
Security trust fund. For those who
have not followed it, the trust fund col-
lects more money than it pays back
out in benefits each year, but the
money has been spent on all sorts of
other Government programs. And what
is in the trust fund today is all part of
that $5.3 trillion debt, it is IOU’s.

So if the National Debt Repayment
Act, now the future, after the budget is
balanced, the next step is starting to
pay down the Federal debt so that we
can pass this Nation on to our children
debt free. What a wonderful, wonderful
thought for the future of this country
so they do not have to send $500 a
month out to Washington to do noth-
ing but pay interest on the Federal
debt.

And at the same time we do that, we
put the money back into the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund so Social Security is
no longer on the verge of bankruptcy
and our seniors can rest assured that
their Social Security money is safe and
secure.

To conclude this evening, I would
just again emphasize how much this
place has changed in the last 3 years,
where we are at today. The budget is
virtually balanced. It may be balanced
within the next 6 months, maybe the
next year, but certainly on the very
near term a balanced budget. Medicare
is restored. And taxes are coming down
for the American people. And I guess
that is the best way to wrap this up. It
is about the families our there and it is
about the impact of lower taxes. It is
about a secure future for our children
as the debt is repaid and we start doing
things that are right for our country,
and it is about a secure future for our
senior citizens to know that Medicare
has been restored and to know that as
we pass the National Debt Repayment
Act, it also restores Social Security so
our seniors can be assured once again
that Social Security is safe. And most
important of all, future generations of
Americans will not be saddled with the
burden of our generation, we will have
done what is right for the future of this
great Nation that we live in.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (at the request
of Mr. ARMEY) for today and on July 16,
on account of medical reasons.

Ms. ESHOO (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today before 8:45 p.m., on
account of airline equipment problems.

Ms. WOOLSEY, (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today before 8:45 p.m.,
on account of airline equipment prob-
lems.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HOEKSTRA) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. SAXTON, for 5 minutes each day,
today and on July 16 and 17.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes
each day, today and July 16.

Mr. HOEKSTRA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. TIAHRT, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. KUCINICH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BENTSEN, for 5 minutes, today.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. ETHERIDGE.
Mr. LANTOS.
Mr. BLUMENAUER.
Ms. STABENOW.
Mr. MCDERMOTT.
Mr. BENTSEN.
Mr. ENGEL.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HOEKSTRA) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. GILMAN.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. BONO.
Mr. SHAYS.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HOEKSTRA) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan.
Mr. CLYBURN.
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
Mr. CONYERS.

f

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 231. An act to establish the National
Cave and Karst Research Institute in the
State of New Mexico, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Resources.

S. 423. An act to extend the legislative au-
thority for the Board of Regents of Gunston
Hall to establish a memorial to honor George
Mason; to the Committee on Resources.

S. 669. An act to provide for the acquisition
of the Plains Railroad Depot at the Jimmy
Carter National Historic Site; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.
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S. 731. An act to extend the legislative au-

thority for construction of the National
Peace Garden memorial, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources.

f

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 2018. An act to waive temporarily the
Medicaid enrollment composition rule for
the Better Health Plan of Amherst, NY.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 28 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, July 16, 1997, at 11 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

4210. A letter from the the Director, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, transmit-
ting the cumulative report on rescissions
and deferrals of budget authority as of July
1, 1997, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e); (H. Doc.
No. 105—105); to the Committee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

4211. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Office of
Policy, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Indirect Food Additives: Adjuvants,
Production Aids, and Sanitizers [Docket No.
91F–0324] received July 14, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4212. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

4213. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—General
Services Administration Acquisition Regula-
tion; Remittance of Industrial Funding Fee
in U.S. Dollars Under Federal Supply Sched-
ules Program [APD 2800–12A, CHGE 75] (RIN:
3090–AG30) received July 14, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

4214. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Northeastern United States; Summer
Flounder Fishery; Adjustments to the 1997
State Quotas; Commercial Quota Harvested
for North Carolina [Docket No. 961210346–
7035–02; I.D. 070397G] received July 14, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

4215. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Admnistration’s final rule—Pa-

cific Halibut Fisheries; Oregon Sport Fishery
[Docket No. 961217359–7050–02; I.D. 070397C] re-
ceived July 14, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

4216. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Exemption of
Notice Filing Requirements for Agricultural
Cooperative Associations which Conduct
Compensated Transportation Operations for
Nonmembers (Federal Highway Administra-
tion) [FHWA Docket No. MC–96–38 and No.
FHWA–97–2280] (RIN: 2125–AE03) received
July 14, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4217. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Compensated
Intercorporate Hauling (Federal Highway
Administration) [FHWA Docket No. MC–96–
37 and No. FHWA–97–2286] (RIN: 2125–AE02)
received July 14, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4218. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Federal Tax Depos-
its by Electronic Funds Transfer [TD 8723]
(RIN: 1545–AS79) received July 11, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 629. A bill to grant the consent of the
Congress to the Texas Low-Level Radio-
active Waste Disposal Compact (Rept. 105–
181). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on The state of the Union.

Mr. LIVINGSTON: Committee on Appro-
priations. Report on the Revised Subdivision
of Budget Totals for Fiscal Year 1998 (Rept.
105–182). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. STUMP: Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. H.R. 699. A bill to guarantee the right
of all active duty military personnel, mer-
chant mariners, and their dependents to vote
in Federal, State, and local elections (Rept.
105–183 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 185. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2159) mak-
ing appropriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes (Rept. 105–184). Referred to
the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. PAUL:
H.R. 2161. A bill to direct the Secretary of

the Interior to convey the Palmetto Bend
Project to the State of Texas; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH (for herself, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. HUNTER,
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. POMBO,
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. DELAY, Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. MCKEON,
Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. CANNON, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. HERGER, and Mr. DICKEY):

H.R. 2162. A bill to prohibit the reintroduc-
tion of grizzly bears into the Bitterroot Eco-
system in east central Idaho; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

By Mr. COBLE (for himself, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
HAYWORTH, and Mr. NORWOOD):

H.R. 2163. A bill to amend section 1951 of
title 18, United States Code, commonly
called the Hobbs Act, to clarify that the use
of violence to achieve collective bargaining
objectives can be a violation of such section;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
(for himself and Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana):

H.R. 2164. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit penalty-free
withdrawals from individual retirement ac-
counts for certain adoption expenses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LEACH:
H.R. 2165. A bill to extend the deadline

under the Federal Power Act applicable to
the construction of FERC Project No. 3862 in
the State of Iowa, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. NUSSLE:
H.R. 2166. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow certain cash rent
farm landlords to deduct soil and water con-
servation expenditures; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHUMER:
H.R. 2167. A bill to amend the Older Ameri-

cans Act of 1965 to improve on the provisions
relating to pension rights demonstration
projects; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mrs. EMER-
SON, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HULSHOF, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LEWIS of
Kentucky, Mr. MINGE, Mr. NEY, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PETERSON
of Minnesota, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. REG-
ULA, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SKELTON,
Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr. TRAFICANT):

H.R. 2168. A bill to support research efforts
to understand and control diseases of wheat
and barley caused by Fusarium graminearum
and related fungi in order to ensure sustain-
able production of wheat and barley in
north-central United States and the safety of
food products containing wheat and barley;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HOEKSTRA (for himself, Mr.
BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. CAMP, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. STUPAK, and Mr.
UPTON):

H. Con. Res. 115. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing Grand Haven, MI, as ‘‘Coast Guard
City, USA’’; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE (for himself,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. STARK, Mr. DELLUMS, Ms.
PELOSI, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BOUCHER,
Mr. FARR of California, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs. MORELLA, and
Mr. WATT of North Carolina):

H. Con. Res. 116. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the treatment by the People’s Re-
public of China of prisoners in Tibet, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. FATTAH (for himself, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. TIERNEY, Mrs. MEEK of Flor-
ida, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, and Mr.
RANGEL):

H. Res. 186. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives to allow



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5297July 15, 1997
proxy voting in committees when a Member
is engaged in official business in the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on Rules.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 27: Mr. WICKER.
H.R. 51: Mr. CLEMENT.
H.R. 74: Ms. FURSE.
H.R. 108: Mr. SNYDER.
H.R. 165: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. FOX of

Pennsylvania.
H.R. 231: Mr. SHERMAN.
H.R. 305: Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. CARSON, Mr.

ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, and Mr. SANDLIN.
H.R. 306: Mr. SNYDER, Mr. SCHIFF, and Ms.

HOOLEY of Oregon.
H.R. 399: Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 407: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.

DELLUMS, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. RIGGS, and Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD.

H.R. 501: Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 521: Mr. VENTO.
H.R. 611: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 695: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. SMITH of Or-

egon, and Mr. QUINN.
H.R. 696: Mr. FILNER, Mr. EVANS, Mrs.

MALONEY of New York, Ms. JACKSON-LEE,
and Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 773: Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. RODRIGUEZ,
and Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 777: Mr. WYNN, Mr. JACKSON, Mr.
DREIER, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. WAMP, Mr. DIXON,
Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE, Mr. FARR of California, and Mr.
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 793: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 815: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,

Mr. COBLE, Mr. PICKERING, and Mrs. HOOLEY
of Oregon.

H.R. 875: Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut
and Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 953: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH and Mr. FOX of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 978: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.
H.R. 1023: Mr. WICKER, Mrs. LINDA SMITH of

Washington, Mr. BURR of North Carolina.
H.R. 1036: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.

CAMP, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr.
LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. PACK-
ARD, Mr. SPENCE, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 1077: Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1106: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. MILLER of

California.
H.R. 1107: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. MILLER of

California.
H.R. 1108: Mr. BARTON of Texas.
H.R. 1126: Mr. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 1166: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.

STRICKLAND, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. MASCARA,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. CONDIT, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, and Mr. HORN.

H.R. 1215: Mr. TIERNEY.
H.R. 1228: Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 1232: Mr. DAVIS of Florida and Mr.

CHAMBLISS.
H.R. 1244: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
H.R. 1260: Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. BONO,

Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. BALLENGER, and Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina.

H.R. 1322: Mr. SHERMAN and Mr. COLLINS.
H.R. 1333: Mr. WAMP.
H.R. 1346: Mrs. CUBIN, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr.

TAYLOR of Mississippi, and Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia.

H.R. 1362: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. MINGE, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
RAHALL, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 1378: Mr. GEKAS, Mr. KNOLLENBERG,
Mr. KASICH, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. SOUDER, and
Mr. COMBEST.

H.R. 1398: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. HANSEN, and
Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 1437: Mr. WYNN, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms.
FURSE, and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 1438: Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1492: Mr. NEY.
H.R. 1542: Mr. PICKETT.
H.R. 1614: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut and

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1619: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska and

Mr. CLEMENT.
H.R. 1632: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.

SERRANO, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 1689: Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 1763: Mr. CAPPS.
H.R. 1788: Ms. ESHOO.
H.R. 1839: Mr. CALLAHAN and Mr. KLUG.
H.R. 1850: Mr. MINGE and Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 1854: Mr. BROWN of California, Mr.

SCHUMER, and Mr. DELLUMS.
H.R. 1863: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania and

Mr. MCKEON.
H.R. 1864: Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1972: Mr. GREENWOOD and Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 1984: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. MCINTYRE,

Mr. ROEMER, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.
JONES, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. TALENT, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, Mr. EHLERS, and Mr. BOEHNER.

H.R. 2006: Mr. NADLER and Ms. DELAURO.
H.R. 2023: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Ms.

LOFGREN.
H.R. 2040: Mr. DOYLE and Mr. BLILEY.
H.R. 2063: Mr. CONDIT and Mr. FRANK of

Massachusetts.
H.R. 2116: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.

BROWN of Ohio, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. DAVIS of
Virginia, and Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 2121: Mr. WOLF, Mr. OLVER, Mr. GEJD-
ENSON, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MARKEY, and
Mrs. MORELLA.

H.R. 2122: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, and Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 2124: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr.
ROGAN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
CRANE, and Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.

H.R. 2128: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
FROST, and Mrs. EMERSON.

H.R. 2143: Mr. OLVER and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.J. Res. 84: Mr. STUMP.
H. Con. Res. 80: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. MURTHA,

Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. MINGE,
Mr. OBEY, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, and
Mr. EVANS.

H. Con. Res. 106: Mr. OLVER.
H. Con. Res. 107: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. KING of

New York, Mr. SANDLIN, and Mr. ACKERMAN.
H. Con. Res. 109: Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mrs.

MYRICK, Mr. BOB SCHAFFER, and Mr. DOYLE.
H. Con. Res. 111: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. TRAFI-

CANT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mrs. FOWLER,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. CAPPS,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FROST, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
SISISKY, and Mr. ORTIZ.

H. Res. 37: Mr. OWENS, Mr. RUSH, and Mr.
CAMPBELL.

H. Res. 83: Mr. NADLER and Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H. Res. 182: Mr. DOYLE.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 972: Mr. WYNN.
H.R. 1210: Mr. FATTAH.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. BEREUTER

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 76, after line 17, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 422. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used to implement the Veterans
Equitable Resource Allocation (VERA) sys-
tem established pursuant to section 429 of
Public Law 104–204 (110 Stat. 2929).

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. BOSWELL

AMENDMENT NO. 7: In the third paragraph
of the amendment, strike ‘‘(reduced to $0)’’
and insert ‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)’’.

Strike the fourth paragraph of the amend-
ment.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. HEFLEY

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Page 38, line 2, after the
first dollar amount insert the following:
‘‘(reduced by $31,000,000)’’.

Page 51, line 14, after the second dollar
amount insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$11,210,700)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 9: Page 16, line 25, after
the first dollar amount insert the following:
‘‘(increased by $119,500,000)’’.

Page 57, line 7, after the first dollar
amount insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$119,500,000)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF

MASSACHUSETTS

AMENDMENT NO. 10: Page 16, line 25, after
the first dollar amount, insert ‘‘(increased by
$267,500,000)’’.

Page 57, line 7, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(reduced by $119,500,000)’’.

Page 61, line 13, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(reduced by $100,000,000)’’.

Page 62, line 1, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(reduced by $48,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF

MASSACHUSETTS

AMENDMENT NO. 11: Page 18, after line 5, in-
sert the following new item:

PRESERVING EXISTING HOUSING INVESTMENT

For operating, maintaining, revitalizing,
rehabilitating, preserving, and protecting ex-
isting housing developments for low-income
families, and the elderly, and the disabled,
$350,000,000, which shall be available for use
in conjunction with properties that are eligi-
ble for assistance under the Low-Income
Housing Preservation and Resident Home-
ownership Act of 1990 (LIHPRHA) or the
Emergency Low Income Housing Preserva-
tion Act of 1990 (ELIHPA).

Page 18, line 10, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(increased by $350,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF

MASSACHUSETTS

AMENDMENT NO. 12: Page 30, line 12, after
the first dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$267,500,000)’’.

Page 57, line 7, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(reduced by $119,500,000)’’.

Page 61, line 13, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(reduced by $100,000,000)’’.

Page 62, line 1, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(reduced by $48,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. LAHOOD

AMENDMENT NO. 13: Page 48, line 7, before
the period insert: ‘‘Provided further, That the
Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee
shall conduct additional studies and inves-
tigation regarding the health effects of ozone
and fine particulate matter air pollution’’.
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H.R. 2158

OFFERED BY: MR. LAHOOD

AMENDMENT NO. 14: Page 66, line 3, after
the colon insert: ‘‘Provided further, That the
National Science Foundation shall conduct
additional studies and investigation regard-
ing the health effects of ozone and fine par-
ticulate matter air pollution:’’

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. LAHOOD

AMENDMENT NO. 15: Page 76, line 17, insert:
SEC. 422. None of the funds made available

in this Act may be used to implement any
national ambient air quality standards es-
tablished under the Clean Air Act after Jan-
uary 1, 1997, for ozone or particulate matter.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. LAHOOD

AMENDMENT NO. 16: Page 76, after line 17,
insert:

SEC. 422. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement any
national ambient air quality standards es-
tablished under the Clean Air Act after Jan-
uary 1, 1997, for ozone or particulate matter
until the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Com-
mittee has conducted additional studies and
investigation regarding the health effects of
such air pollutants and made a recommenda-
tion to the Administrator regarding such
standards.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. NADLER

AMENDMENT NO. 17: Page 76, after line 17,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 422. The amounts otherwise specified
in this Act are revised by reducing the
amounts under ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT—PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING—ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS
FOR ASSISTED HOUSING’’ and ‘‘INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES—NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION—HUMAN SPACE
FLIGHT’’ each by $305,000,000.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. NETHERCUTT

AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 76, after line 17,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 422. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used by the Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs to implement the Veterans Equi-
table Resource Allocation (VERA) system es-
tablished pursuant to section 429 of Public
Law 104–204 (110 Stat. 2929) in a manner in-
consistent with that system as in effect on
July 16, 1997.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. PALLONE

AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 50, line 1, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$650,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. ROHRABACHER

AMENDMENT NO. 20: Page 61, line 13, insert
‘‘(reduced by $100,000,000)’’ after
‘‘$5,426,500,000’’.

Page 62, line 1, insert ‘‘(increased by
$100,000,000)’’ after ‘‘$5,690,000,000’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. SENSENBRENNER

AMENDMENT NO. 21: Page 76, after line 17,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 422. Of the funds appropriated by this
Act for ‘‘National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration—Human Space Flight’’, not
more than $1,876,200,000 may be used for de-
velopment and operations of the Inter-
national Space Station.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. SOLOMON

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 76, after line 17,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 422. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be provided by contract or
by grant (including a grant of funds to be
available for student aid) to any institution
of higher education, or subelement thereof,
that is currently ineligible for contracts and
grants pursuant to section 514 of the Depart-
ment of Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1997 (as contained in section
101(e) of division A of Public Law 104–208; 110
Stat. 3009–270).

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Page 7, line 6, insert
after the dollar amount ‘‘(increased by
$50,000,000)’’.

Page 44, line 11, insert after the dollar
amount ‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. TIAHRT

AMENDMENT NO. 24: In the item relating to
‘‘DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS—VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRA-
TION—MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH’’,
after the first dollar amount (the aggregate),
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$50,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘DEPARTMENT
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS—VETERANS
HEALTH ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL AND PROS-
THETIC RESEARCH’’, after the second dollar
amount (the Gulf War illness research ear-
mark), insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$30,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES—CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE—NATIONAL AND COMMU-
NITY SERVICE PROGRAMS OPERATING EX-
PENSES’’, after the first dollar amount (the
aggregate), insert the following: ‘‘(reduced to
$0)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES—CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE—OFFICE OF INSPECTOR
GENERAL’’, after the dollar amount, insert
the following: ‘‘(reduced to $0)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. TIAHRT

AMENDMENT NO. 25: In the item relating to
‘‘DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS—VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRA-
TION—MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH’’,
after the first dollar amount (the aggregate),
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$25,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘DEPARTMENT
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS—VETERANS
HEALTH ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL AND PROS-
THETIC RESEARCH’’, after the second dollar
amount (the Gulf War illness research ear-
mark), insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$5,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES—CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE—NATIONAL AND COMMU-
NITY SERVICE PROGRAMS OPERATING EX-
PENSES’’, after the first dollar amount (the
aggregate), insert the following: ‘‘(reduced
by $200,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2158
OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 26: Page 57, line 21, after
the first dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$30,100,000)’’.

Page 61, line 13, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(reduced by $43,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. BILIRAKIS

AMENDMENT NO. 2: In section 571, relating
to Assistance to Turkey, add the following
before the period at the end of subsection (a):
‘‘: Provided, That assistance under this sec-
tion may not be made available to the Gov-

ernment of Turkey unless the funds made
available under subsection (b) have been
used for the purpose specified in that sub-
section’’.

H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. BILIRAKIS

AMENDMENT NO. 3: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section preceding the
short title, the following new section:

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY

SEC. 572. No funds made available under
the heading ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ for
Turkey may be made available to the Gov-
ernment of Turkey until all the funds under
section 571(b) have been made available.

H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. CAMPBELL

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 13, line 4, after
‘‘$2,400,000,000’’ insert ‘‘(reduced by
$25,000,000)’’.

Page 22, line 24, after ‘‘$11,500,000’’ insert
‘‘(increased by $25,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. COX OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 5: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

ASSISTANCE TO NORTH KOREA

SEC. 5 . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
made available to provide assistance to the
Communist Government of the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea.

H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. COX OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 6: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

ASSISTANCE TO NORTH KOREA

SEC. 572. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
made available, directly or indirectly, to
provide assistance to the Communist Gov-
ernment of the Democratic People’s Repub-
lic of Korea or the Korean Peninsular Energy
Development Organization.

H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. EWING

AMENDMENT NO. 7: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING ASSISTANCE FOR PERU

SEC. 572. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available in this Act under
the heading ‘‘International Military Edu-
cation and Training’’ may be provided to the
Government of Peru.

H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. EWING

AMENDMENT NO. 8: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING ASSISTANCE FOR PERU

SEC. 572. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available in this Act under
the heading ‘‘International Military Edu-
cation and Training’’ may be provided to the
Government of Peru unless the President re-
ports to the Congress that the Government
of Peru is taking all necessary steps to en-
sure that the United States citizens held in
prisons in Peru are accorded timely, open,
and fair legal proceedings in civilian courts.

H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. GILMAN

AMENDMENT NO. 9: Strike all after the title
heading and insert the following:
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SEC. . POPULATION PLANNING ACTIVITIES OR

OTHER POPULATION ASSISTANCE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Notwithstanding any

other provision of this Act or any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act for
population planning activities or other popu-
lation assistance may be made available to
pay for the performance of abortions in any
foreign country, except where the life of the
mother would be endangered if the fetus
were carried to term or in cases or rape or
incest.

(2) The limitation contained in paragraph
(1) shall not apply to the treatment of inju-
ries or illness caused by unsafe abortions.

(b) LIMITATION ON LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.—
(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act or any other provision of law, none
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made
available by this Act for population planning
activities or other population assistance
may be made available to lobby for or
against abortion.

(2) The limitation contained in paragraph
(1) shall not apply to activities in opposition
to coercive abortion or involuntary steriliza-
tion.
SEC. . UNITED NATIONS POPULATION FUND.

(a) LIMITATION.—Subject to subsections (b),
(c), and (d)(2), of the amounts made available
for each of the fiscal years 1998 and 1999 to
carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, not more than $25,000,000 shall be
available for each such fiscal year for the
United Nations Population Fund.

(b) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS IN
CHINA.—None of the funds made available
under this section shall be made available
for a country program in the People’s Repub-
lic of China.

(c) CONDITIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF
FUNDS.—(1) Not more than one-half of the
amount made available to the United Na-
tions Population Fund under this section
may be provided to the Fund before March 1
of the fiscal year for which funds are made
available.

(2) Amounts made available for each of the
fiscal years 1998 and 1999 under part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for the United
Nations Population Fund may not be made
available to the Fund unless—

(A) the Fund maintains amounts made
available to the Fund under this section in
an account separate from accounts of the
Fund for other funds; and

(B) the Fund does not commingle amounts
made available to the Fund under this sec-
tion with other funds.

(d) REPORTS.—(1) Not later than February
15, 1998, and February 15, 1999, the Secretary
of State shall submit a report to the appro-
priate congressional committees indicating
the amount of funds that the United Nations
Population Fund in budgeting for the year in
which the report is submitted for a country
program in the People’s Republic of China.

(2) If a report under paragraph (1) indicates
that the United Nations Population Fund
plans to spend China country program funds
in the People’s Republic of China in the year
covered by the report, then the amount of
such funds that the Fund plans to spend in
the People’s Republic of China shall be de-
ducted from the funds made available to the
Fund after March 1 for obligation for the re-
mainder of the fiscal year in which the re-
port is submitted.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. HERGER

AMENDMENT NO. 10: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:
PROHIBITION ON DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR

CERTAIN COUNTRIES

SEC. 572. (a) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—
None of the funds appropriated under the

heading ‘‘TITLE II—BILATERAL ECO-
NOMIC ASSISTANCE, FUNDS APPROPRIATED
TO THE PRESIDENT, DEVELOPMENT, ASSIST-
ANCE’’ may be provided to Angola, Ban-
gladesh, Benin, Bolivia, Brazil Burundi, Ec-
uador, El Salvador, Eritrea, Ethiopia,
Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bisseau,
Guyana, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Ja-
maica, Jordan, Kenya, Liberia, Madagascar,
Malawi, Mali, Mexico, Morocco, Mozam-
bique, Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Ni-
geria, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, the Phil-
ippines, Senegal, Somalia, South Africa, Sri
Lanka, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, or
Zimbabwe.

(b) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION IN FUNDS.—
The amount otherwise provided by this Act
under the heading ‘‘TITLE II—BILATERAL
ECONOMIC ASSSISTANCE, FUNDS APPRO-
PRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT, DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE’’ is hereby reduced by
$933,000,000.

H.R. 2159
AMENDMENT NO. 11: At the end of the bill,

insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:
SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RELATING TO INTER-

NATIONAL ADOPTION LAWS AND PRACTICES OF
PARAGUAY

SEC. 572. It is the sense of the Congress
that the President and the Secretary of
State should use all opportunities and means
to express directly to all appropriate offi-
cials of the Government of Paraguay that—

(1) the United States respects and supports
the commitment of the Government of Para-
guay to reform its laws and practices regard-
ing international adoptions;

(2) the pending international adoption
cases filed by United States families at or
prior to the establishment by the Govern-
ment of Paraguay of a moratorium on inter-
national adoptions, including the 11 adoption
cases commonly referred to as the ‘‘window
of opportunity’’ adoption cases, should be al-
lowed to continue and complete the adoption
process in a fair, unbiased, and timely fash-
ion;

(3) such United States adoption cases
should be determined on the basis of the two
key tenets for international adoption in
Paraguay, namely the fitness of the petition-
ing family to be parents and what is in the
best interests and welfare of the child; and

(4) any international adoption reform leg-
islation approved by the Government of
Paraguay should allow such United States
adoption cases to complete the adoption
process.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. ROHRABACHER

AMENDMENT NO. 12: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

PROHIBITION OF ASSISTANCE TO CAMBODIA

SEC. . (a) None of the funds appropriated
in this Act may be made available to the
Government of Cambodia.

(b) None of the funds appropriated in this
Act for the International Development Asso-
ciation, the International Monetary Fund, or
the Asian Development Bank may be used
for any loan to the Government of Cambodia.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. ROYCE

AMENDMENT NO. 13: In Title I, under the
heading ‘‘Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration Noncredit Account’’ after
‘‘$32,000,000’’ insert ‘‘(reduced by $11,200,000)’’.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. SAXTON

AMENDMENT NO. 14: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE P.L.O. AND
THE PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY

SEC. 572. (a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is
the sense of the Congress that the Palestine
Liberation Organization (hereafter the
‘‘P.L.O.’’) should do far more to demonstrate
an irrevocable denunciation of terrorism and
to ensure a peaceful settlement of the Middle
East dispute, and in particular it should—

(1) submit to the Palestinian Council for
formal approval the necessary changes to
those specific articles of the Palestinian Na-
tional Charter which deny Israel’s right to
exist or support the use of violence;

(2) to the maximum extent possible, pre-
empt acts of terror, discipline violators, pub-
licly condemn all terrorist acts, actively
work to dismantle other terrorist organiza-
tions, and contribute to stemming the vio-
lence that has resulted in the deaths of over
230 Israeli and United States citizens since
the signing of the Declaration of Principles
on Interim Self-government Arrangements
(hereafter the ‘‘Declaration of Principles’’)
on September 13, 1993, at the White House;

(3) prohibit participation in the P.L.O. or
the Palestinian Authority or its successors
of any groups or individuals which promote
or commit acts of terrorism;

(4) cease all anti-Israel rhetoric, which po-
tentially undermines the peace process;

(5) confiscate all unlicensed weapons and
restrict the issuance of licenses to those
with legitimate need;

(6) transfer and cooperate in transfer pro-
ceedings relating to any person accused by
Israel or the United States of having com-
mitted acts of terrorism against Israeli or
United States nationals; and

(7) respect civil liberties, human rights and
democratic norms as applied equally to all
persons regardless of ethnic, religious, or na-
tional origin.

(b) LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
obligated for assistance to the P.L.O. or the
Palestinian Authority only for the period be-
ginning 3 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and for 6 months thereafter,
and only if—

(A) the President has exercised the author-
ity under section 604(a) of the Middle East
Peace Facilitation Act of 1995 (title VI of
Public Law 104–107) or any other legislation
to suspend or make inapplicable section 307
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and
that suspension is still in effect; and

(B) in addition to the requirements con-
tained in such act or other legislation—

(i) the President prepares and transmits to
the Congress a report described in paragraph
(2); and

(ii) the Congress approves such report by
adoption of a joint resolution of approval.

(2) REPORT.—A report described in this
paragraph is a report containing the follow-
ing:

(A) A description of all efforts being made
to apprehend, prosecute, or have extradited
to the United States Mohammad Deif (alleg-
edly responsible for the death of Nachshon
Wachsman, a United States citizen), Amjad
Hinawi (allegedly responsible for the death
of David Boim, a United States citizen), Abu
Abbas (responsible for the death of Leon
Klinghoffer, a United States citizen), Amid
al-Hindi (allegedly responsible for death of
David Berger, a United States citizen), and
Nafez Mahmoud Sabih (who helped plan the
February 1996 attack on a Jerusalem bus in
which Jewish Theological Seminary students
Sara Duker and Matthew Eisenfeld, both
United States citizens, were murdered).

(B) An official, updated, and revised copy
of the Palestinian National Charter (Cov-
enant) showing which specific articles have



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5300 July 15, 1997
been rescinded by the decision taken on
April 24, 1996 by the P.L.O. Executive Com-
mittee.

(C) A description of all actions being taken
by the Palestinian Authority to eradicate
and prevent the use of the map of Israel to
represent ‘‘Palestine’’.

(D) A certification that the Palestinian
Authority has established a court system
that respects due process requirements, in-
cluding the right to a lawyer, the right to
confront witnesses, the right to be informed
of the charges under which one is accused,
and the right to a jury trial.

(E) A certification that the Palestinian
Authority has established humane prison
conditions.

(F) A certification that the Palestinian
Authority has taken all measures to rescind
the death penalty imposed for the sale of
land to Jews, has eliminated the practice of
incarcerating real estate agents for the sale
of land to Jews or Israelis, and has actively
sought the perpetrators of such actions.

H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY

AMENDMENT NO. 15: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

FOREIGN ORGANIZATIONS THAT PERFORM OR
PROMOTE ABORTION OVERSEAS; FORCED ABOR-
TION IN THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

SEC. 572. (a) Section 104 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(h) RESTRICTION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-
EIGN ORGANIZATIONS THAT PERFORM OR AC-
TIVELY PROMOTE ABORTIONS.—

‘‘(1) PERFORMANCE OF ABORTIONS.—
‘‘(A) Notwithstanding section 614 of this

Act or any other provision of law, no funds
appropriated for population planning activi-
ties or other population assistance may be
made available for any foreign private, non-
governmental, or multilateral organization
until the organization certifies that it will
not, during the period for which the funds
are made available, perform abortions in any
foreign country, except where the life of the
mother would be endangered if the preg-
nancy were carried to term or in cases of
forcible rape or incest.

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) may not be con-
strued to apply to the treatment of injuries
or illnesses caused by legal or illegal abor-
tions or to assistance provided directly to
the government of a country.

‘‘(2) LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.—(A) Notwith-
standing section 614 of this Act or any other
provision of law, no funds appropriated for
population planning activities or other popu-
lation assistance may be made available for
any foreign private, nongovernmental, or
multilateral organization until the organiza-
tion certifies that it will not, during the pe-
riod for which the funds are made available,
violate the laws of any foreign country con-
cerning the circumstances under which abor-
tion is permitted, regulated, or prohibited,
or engage in any activity or effort to alter
the laws or governmental policies of any for-
eign country concerning the circumstances
under which abortion is permitted, regu-
lated, or prohibited.

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
activities in opposition to coercive abortion
or involuntary sterilization.

‘‘(3) APPLICATION TO FOREIGN ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—The prohibitions of this subsection
apply to funds made available to a foreign
organization either directly or as a sub-
contractor or subgrantee, and the certifi-
cations required by paragraphs (1) and (2)
apply to activities in which the organization
engages either directly or through a sub-
contractor or subgrantee.’’.

(b) Section 301 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(i) LIMITATION RELATING TO FORCED ABOR-
TIONS IN THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.—
Notwithstanding section 614 of this Act or
any other provision of law, no funds may be
made available for the United Nations Popu-
lation Fund (UNFPA) in any fiscal year un-
less the President certifies that—

‘‘(1) UNFPA has terminated all activities
in the People’s Republic of China, and the
United States has received assurances that
UNFPA will conduct no such activities dur-
ing the fiscal year for which the funds are to
be made available; or

‘‘(2) during the 12 months preceding such
certification there have been no abortions as
the result of coercion associated with the
family planning policies of the national gov-
ernment or other governmental entities
within the People’s Republic of China.
As used in this section, the term ‘coercion’
includes physical duress or abuse, destruc-
tion or confiscation of property, loss of
means of livelihood, or severe psychological
pressure.’’.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NO. 16: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:
SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING COSTS OF

THE PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE PROGRAM AND
NATO EXPANSION

SEC. 572. It is the sense of the Congress
that all member nations of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization (NATO) should con-
tribute their proportionate share to pay for
the costs of the Partnership for Peace pro-
gram and for any future costs attributable to
the expansion of NATO.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. TORRES

AMENDMENT NO. 17: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

PROHIBITION OF FUNDS FOR SCHOOL OF THE
AMERICAS

SEC. 572. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act may be used for programs at the United
States Army School of the Americas located
at Fort Benning, Georgia.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. TORRES

AMENDMENT NO. 18: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

PROHIBITION OF FUNDS FOR SCHOOL OF THE
AMERICAS

SEC. 572. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, none of the funds appro-
priated in this Act under the heading
‘‘TITLE III—MILITARY ASSISTANCE,
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT,
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING’’, may be used for programs at the
United States Army School of the Americas
located at Fort Benning, Georgia.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. TORRES

AMENDMENT NO. 19: In the item relating to
‘‘TITLE—MILITARY ASSISTANCE, FUNDS
APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT, INTER-
NATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND TRAIN-
ING’’, in the first paragraph, after
‘‘$50,000,000’’, insert ‘‘(reduced by $815,638)’’,
and strike the second proviso.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 20: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR PRIVATE SECTOR
DEVELOPMENT ENTERPRISE FUNDS

SEC. 572. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
obligated or expended for assistance to the
following enterprise funds (or any successor
enterprise funds):

(1) The Albanian-American Enterprise
Fund.

(2) The Baltic-American Enterprise Fund.
(3) The Bulgarian American Enterprise

Fund.
(4) The Central Asian-American Enterprise

Fund.
(5) The Czech and Slovak American Enter-

prise Fund.
(6) The Hungarian-American Enterprise

Fund.
(7) The Polish-American Enterprise Fund.
(8) The Romanian American Enterprise

Fund.
(9) The Southern Africa Regional Enter-

prise Fund.
(10) The U.S.-Russia Investment Fund.
(11) The Western NIS Enterprise Fund.

H.R. 2159
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 21: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

ACROSS-THE-BOARD REDUCTION IN AMOUNTS

SEC. 572. (a) IN GENERAL.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), each amount appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act that is not required to be appropriated
or otherwise made available by a provision of
law is hereby reduced by 10 percent.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to the amounts appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act for the fol-
lowing:

(1) ‘‘Child Survival and Disease Programs
Fund’’.

(2) ‘‘Development Fund for Africa’’.
(3) ‘‘International Disaster Assistance’’.
(4) ‘‘African Development Foundation’’.
(5) International Narcotics Control’’.
(6) ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism,

Demining and Related Programs’’.
H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 22: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

ACROSS-THE-BOARD REDUCTION IN AMOUNTS

SEC. 572. (a) IN GENERAL.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), each amount appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act that is not required to be appropriated
or otherwise made available by a provision of
law is hereby reduced by 5 percent.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to the amounts appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act for the fol-
lowing:

(1) ‘‘Child Survival and Disease Programs
Fund’’.

(2) ‘‘Development Fund for Africa’’.
(3) ‘‘International Disaster Assistance’’.
(4) ‘‘African Development Foundation’’.
(5) ‘‘International Narcotics Control’’.
(6) ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism,

Demining and Related Programs’’.
H.R. 2159

OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 23: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

ACROSS-THE-BOARD REDUCTION IN AMOUNTS

SEC. 572. (a) IN GENERAL.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), each amount appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act that is not required to be appropriated
or otherwise made available by a provision of
law is hereby reduced by 1 percent.
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(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not

apply to the amounts appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act for the fol-
lowing:

(1) ‘‘Child Survival and Disease programs
Fund’’.

(2) ‘‘Development Fund for Africa’’.
(3) ‘‘International Disaster Assistance’’.
(4) ‘‘African Development Foundation’’.
(5) ‘‘International Narcotics Control’’.
(6) ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism,

Demining and Related Programs’’.
H.R. 2160

OFFERED BY: MR. COX OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 1: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
made available, directly or indirectly, to
provide aid to the Communist-ruled Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea.

H.R. 2160
OFFERED BY: MR. DOOLEY

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Strike section 726, re-
garding limitation on the use of funds for
immediate office of the Deputy and Assist-
ant Deputy Administrator for Farm Pro-
grams within the Farm Service Agency.

H.R. 2160
OFFERED BY: MRS. LOWEY

AMENDMENT NO. 3: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section the following
new section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available in
this Act may be used to provide or pay the
salaries of personnel who provide crop insur-
ance or noninsured crop disaster assistance
for tobacco for the 1998 or later crop years.

H.R. 2160
OFFERED BY: MR. MEEHAN

AMENDMENT NO. 4: In the item relating to
‘‘RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY’’in title I, after
the last dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by
$14,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘SALARIES AND EX-
PENSES’’— ‘‘FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRA-
TION’’ in title VI, after the aggregate dollar
amount in the first undesignated paragraph,
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2160
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Insert before the short
title the following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to maintain, or to pay the salaries and
expenses of personnel who maintain, a price
for the 1998 crop of quota peanuts in excess
of $550 per ton.

H.R. 2160
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Insert before the short
title the following new section:

SEC. . For an additional amount for the
Department of Agriculture (consisting of an
additional $2,500,000 for ‘‘RESEARCH AND EDU-
CATION ACTIVITIES’’ (to be available for sus-
tainable agriculture research and education
under such heading) and $12,200,000 for ‘‘EX-
TENSION ACTIVITIES’’ (to be available for pay-
ments for sustainable agriculture programs
under such heading)), and none of the funds
made available in this Act to such Depart-
ment may be used to provide assistance to,
or to pay the salaries of personnel who carry
out, a market promotion/market access pro-
gram pursuant to section 203 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) that
provides assistance in an aggregate amount
of funds and/or commodities in excess of
$86,300,000.

H.R. 2160
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 7: In the item relating to
‘‘AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE’’ in title
I, after the aggregate dollar amount in the
first undesignated paragraph, insert ‘‘(re-
duced by $8,500,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘FOOD DONATIONS
PROGRAMS FOR SELECTED GROUPS’’ in title
IV, after the last dollar amount, insert ‘‘(in-
creased by $8,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2160
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 8: In the item relating to
‘‘RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY’’ in title I, after
the last dollar amount insert ‘‘(reduced by
$11,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘FOOD DONATIONS
PROGRAMS FOR SELECTED GROUPS’’ in title

IV, after the last dollar amount, insert ‘‘(in-
creased by $8,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2160

OFFERED BY: MR. STENHOLM

AMENDMENT NO. 9: Strike section 726 (page
68, lines 8 through 11), regarding limitation
on the use of funds for immediate office of
the Deputy and Assistant Deputy Adminis-
trator for Farm Programs within the Farm
Service Agency.

H.R. 2160

OFFERED BY: MR. WYNN

AMENDMENT NO. 10: Insert before the short
title the following new section:

SEC. . For an additional amount for the
Department of Agriculture (consisting of an
additional $1,500,000 for ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL AD-
MINISTRATION’’), and none of the funds made
available in this Act to such Department
may be used to provide assistance to, or to
pay the salaries of personnel who carry out,
a market promotion/market access program
pursuant to section 203 of the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) that provides
assistance in an aggregate amount of funds
and/or commodities in excess of $88,500,000,
$1,500,000.

H.R. 2160

OFFERED BY: MR. WYNN

AMENDMENT NO. 11: Insert before the short
title the following new section:

SEC. . (a) For an additional amount for
the Department of Agriculture (consisting of
an additional $1,500,000 for ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL
ADMINISTRATION’’), and none of the funds
made available in this Act to such Depart-
ment may be used to provide assistance to,
or to pay the salaries of personnel who carry
out, a market promotion/market access pro-
gram pursuant to section 203 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) that
provides assistance in an aggregate amount
of funds and/or commodities in excess of
$88,5000,000, $1,500,000.

(b) Of the amount under the heading ‘‘DE-
PARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION’’ in title I,
$13,300,000 is for civil rights enforcement at
the Department of Agriculture.
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